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ABSTRACT

The Role of Perceived Warmth and Competence in Civil Trials with Corporate Litigants
by
Alexander Charles Vukoica Jay
Advisor: Charles B. Stone

Corporations are involved in approximately 40% of all civil litigation (Langton & Cohen,
2008), yet there is much to be learned concerning how jurors make decisions in trials involving
corporate litigants. Mock juror research suggests that for-profit corporations are treated more
harshly than other defendants, such as non-profit corporations and individuals (e.g., Hans, 1998).
This discrepant treatment of for-profit corporate defendants might be linked to unmitigated
stereotypical perceptions of them being low in warmth (i.e., likely to have immoral intentions)
but high in competence (i.e., likely to be capable of acting on those intentions; Aaker et al.,
2010). Research shows that stereotypical low warmth predicts various negative reactions in
perceivers that might explain jurors’ harsher treatment of for-profit corporations (Fiske et al.,
2002). For example, research examining Fiske and colleague’s Stereotype Content Model
demonstrates that low warmth predicts negative dispositional causal attributions, negative
affective reactions, and negative behavioral reactions (Cuddy et al., 2008). Importantly, both
negative dispositional causal attributions and negative affective reactions such as anger are
known to bias jurors in their decision-making (e.g., Feigenson, 2016; Sommers, & Ellsworth,
2000). Thus, for-profit corporations might be at a disadvantage in a civil trial as the result of a
perception-attribution/affect-behavior process.
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This dissertation by encompasses three pilot studies and one main experimental study.
The pilot studies helped develop the stimuli for the follow up experimental study, as well pre-test
measures of jurors’ causal attributions, affective reactions, verdicts, and damage awards. The
main experiment tested the hypothesized perception-attribution/affect-behavior parallel
mediation model and assessed whether perceptions of litigants’ warmth and competence can be
adjusted at the outset of a trial, and what effects such intentional adjustments have on
perceptions, affective reactions, causal attributions, and verdicts and damage awards. The
hypotheses were generally supported, as results showed that litigant warmth, and to a lesser
extent litigant competence, are important variables in civil jurors’ decision-making process,
predicting affective reactions, causal attributions, verdicts, and damage awards. More
specifically, being high (vs. low) warmth predicted more favorable verdicts and damage awards
for both the plaintiff and the defendant, and these effects were explained by jurors’ making more
(vs. less) favorable causal attributions toward the high (vs. low) warmth litigants.
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The Role of Perceived Warmth and Competence
in Civil Trials with Corporate Litigants
Nearly 40% of civil jury trials include at least one corporate litigant (Langton & Cohen,
2008). Despite this, there is limited research examining how jurors make decisions as fact finders
in civil disputes involving a corporate plaintiff, defendant, or both. The U.S. Supreme Court has
long held that business corporations are legally equivalent to individuals (e.g., Santa Clara
County v. Southern Pacific Railroad, 1886; and recently Citizens United v. Federal Election
Commission, 2010), but for-profit business corporations are treated differently than both
individuals and non-profit businesses in mock jury research (Hans, 1998). More specifically,
according to Hans (1998), juror judgments in mock studies are less favorable toward for-profit
corporate defendants in civil cases than other categories of defendants such as non-profit
businesses and individuals, resulting in greater culpability or liability judgments and higher
damage awards (i.e., with for-profits being treated the harshest, non-profits in the middle, and
individuals being treated the least harsh in mock tort case scenarios). This disparate treatment of
for-profit corporations is believed to reflect jurors’ attitudes toward their commercial activities
and greater organizational resources that afford them better foresight and the ability to avoid and
prevent doing harm (e.g., MacCoun, 1996; see also Hans, 1998; Robbennolt & Hans, 2016 for a
review). However, recent research suggests that jurors’ stereotypes might play a significant role
in the disparate treatment of corporate litigants in civil cases.
Research suggests that people stereotype corporations on the same two dimensions that
they stereotype other humans and social groups: warmth and competence (Aaker et al.,2010).
Aaker and colleagues found that for-profit businesses are stereotyped as having dispositions that
are low in warmth, but high in competence (i.e., are likely to have immoral intentions and highly
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capable of acting on their intentions, respectively). This specific combination of stereotypical
low warmth and high competence predicts more negative dispositional causal attributions
(Cuddy et al., 2008; Glick et al., 2009)1, more negative affective reactions (e.g., anger; Cuddy et
al.; Fiske et al., 2002), and also more negative behavioral reactions (e.g., attacking or harassing;
Cuddy et al., 2007). Notably, the role of attributions and affective reactions in this proposed
perception-to-behavior process are particularly relevant in the context of juror decision-making,
as both are known to be independently influential in shaping jurors’ trial judgments (e.g., Bandes
& Salerno, 2014; Feigenson, 2016; Sommers & Ellsworth, 2000). If left unabated, then,
corporate stereotypes might influence jurors’ civil case judgments such that when jurors evaluate
a corporate litigant and their alleged conduct, they perceive the corporate target as less warm,
leading to more negative causal attributions, affective reactions, and behavioral reactions that
manifest as unfavorable verdicts and damage awards all things being equal (i.e., verdicts for the
plaintiff or defendant and higher or lower damage awards depending on whether the corporation
is the defendant or plaintiff, respectively). The primary focus of this research is assessing what I
characterize as a stereotype related perception-attribution/affect-behavior process, as this process
might be highly consequential in civil jurors’ judgments of corporate litigants and a plausible
account of their disparate treatment in mock jury research (e.g., Hans, 1998).
Employing the Stereotype Content Model (SCM; Fiske et al., 2002), the Stereotype
Consistency Attribution Bias (Glick et al., 2009), as well as the Behaviors from Intergroup
Affect and Stereotypes map (BIAS map; Cuddy et al., 2007), this dissertation extends the
literature on civil jurors’ decision-making in trials with for-profit businesses (e.g., Girvan, 2016;

1

This citation references an unpublished manuscript that details three studies testing SCAB-derives hypotheses. The
lead author of the unpublished manuscript (Peter Glick, who provided me with the latest draft of the unpublished
manuscript) indicated via personal communications that no attempt was made to publish the manuscript because it
“fell through the cracks”, rather than because they lacked empirical support for the SCAB.
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Hans, 1998) by integrating it with the interpersonal perception and stereotyping literatures. More
specifically, this dissertation assessed: a) whether jurors perceive corporate litigants along the
dimensions of warmth and competence; b) whether jurors’ perceptions of litigants’ warmth and
competence affect case judgments, and c) whether intentionally adjusting the litigants’ warmth
and competence traits alters jurors’ perceptions, causal attributions, affective reactions, and
behaviors/judgments (i.e., verdicts and damage awards) in predictable ways.
To address these questions, I, first, through extensive piloting, tested the effect of
litigants’ profit-status on jurors’ warmth and competence perceptions and verdict leanings by
comparing their judgments of a for-profit plaintiff to a non-profit defendant (and vice versa).
Second, with additional pilot testing, I examined whether it was possible to adjust perceptions of
for-profit companies’ warmth and competence, and what effects such adjustments had on
affective reactions, causal attributions, and behavioral reactions. Third, in the main experiment, I
tested whether manipulating the for-profit corporate litigants’ (i.e., both the plaintiff’s and the
defendant’s) warmth and competence at the outset of a civil case affected case outcomes (e.g.,
verdicts and damage awards) as predicted by the proposed perception-attribution/affect-behavior
indirect effects (as extrapolated from the SCM, SCAB, and BIAS map literatures; Cuddy et al.,
2007; Weiner, 2005).
In what follows, I will first discuss the importance of impartiality in juror decisionmaking, and how stereotypes threaten that impartiality. Second, I will provide a general
background on stereotypes, then more formally introduce the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002), an
organizing framework for decades of research on interpersonal and intergroup perception and
stereotyping. Within this SCM introduction, I will review evidence that warmth and competence
are fundamental and universal dimensions of human social perception and stereotyping (Cuddy
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et al., 2009). Third, in describing the SCM, I will outline how stereotype content (e.g., high or
low warmth and/or competence) predicts emotional reactions (Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al.,
2002) and stereotype consistent causal attributions (i.e., via the Stereotype Consistency
Attribution Bias or SCAB; Glick et al., 2009). Fourth, I will introduce the BIAS map (Cuddy et
al., 2007), an extension of the SCM that connects stereotypes to consequent behavioral reactions,
and describe the hypothesized mediating role of causal attributions and affective reactions (e.g.,
Fiske et al., 2007) in a jury decision-making context. Fifth, I will review literature from
psychology and law that demonstrates how emotions (e.g., Bandes & Salerno, 2014; Feigenson,
2016) and causal attributions (e.g., Sommers & Ellsworth, 2000) independently affect jurors’
decision-making. Sixth, I will review the nascent literature on how civil jurors make judgments
in cases involving for-profit defendants (e.g., Hans, 1998), and consider how the SCM literature
just reviewed, and recent research on corporate stereotypes, suggests that civil jurors’ decisionmaking might be biased against corporate litigants absent an effective intervention. Finally,
before detailing the present research, I will describe how this research might help attorneys
improve juror impartiality in cases where clients, such as for-profit corporations, carry negative
stereotypes that might otherwise bias jurors’ decision-making.
Importance of Impartiality
The right to a trial by jury is a cornerstone of the U.S. criminal and civil justice systems,
guaranteed by the 6th (criminal) and 7th (civil) amendments (U.S. Const. amend. VI and VII,
respectively). Essential to an effective jury is that its members are impartial from the outset of
the trial. The system has safeguards in place, such as the process of voir dire and jury selection,
where jurors with identified biases are excused from service. These safeguards, however, are not
able to identify or eliminate biased social-cognitive processes that all jurors will possess, such as
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what might arise from negative warmth and competence stereotypes and perceptions. Because
the courts are unable to eliminate such ubiquitous sources of possible impartiality, it is important
to assess what attorneys can do to help ensure that any impartiality stemming from socialcognitive biases does not manifest as decision-making bias after the jury has been selected. Thus,
the present dissertation examines whether corporate litigants’ perceived warmth and competence
might bias jurors’ judgments, and also tested whether perceptions of warmth and competence can
be adjusted at the outset of the trial to ameliorate any potentially biasing effects of negative (i.e.,
low) warmth or competence perceptions, such as negative causal attributions, affective reactions,
and behavioral reactions in the form of verdicts and damages. Next, an overview of stereotypes,
including what they are, and how they can have considerable influence on perceivers, followed
by an introduction to the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002).
Stereotypes and Schemas
Broadly speaking, stereotypes are a type of cognitive structure known as schemas.
According to Fiske and Taylor (2008), schemas assist in the perception, interpretation,
organization, and retention of novel information in the environment. These structures represent
knowledge of some object, stimulus, or event in an associative memory network and are
comprised of relevant attributes and the relationships among them. Schemas develop through
personal or vicarious experiences and exposure to information in the environment. There are
different kinds of schemas, such as stereotypes of persons and groups (e.g., doctors or sub-types
of racial minorities) and scripts for events or activities (e.g., eating at a restaurant). Regardless of
a schema’s veracity or any individual perceiver’s endorsement, schemas such as stereotypes of
in-groups, ‘societal reference groups’ (e.g., in the United States, White, Christian, and
heterosexual people to name a few; Fiske et al., 2007), or out-groups (e.g., racial or ethnic

5

minorities, women in ‘non-traditional’ gender roles like businesswomen or feminists; Fiske et
al., 2002) are shared broadly across communities and social groups (Cuddy et al., 2009).
Stereotypes, though, reflect more than the idiosyncratic traits and qualities that come to mind
when thinking of stereotyped individuals and groups (e.g., librarians own classical records and
wear eyeglasses and waiters own televisions and drink beer; Cohen, 1981). Rather, these traits
and qualities reflect more fundamental attributes of stereotypes that are not specific to any one
individual, group, or stereotype (Cuddy et al.). That is, underlying the idiosyncratic stereotype
content for specific groups and its members are general themes derived from two bi-polar and
orthogonal dimensions that form the basis of human social perception: warmth and competence
(Fiske et al., 2002). Fiske and colleagues’ Stereotype Content Model (SCM; Fiske et al., 2002)
and Behaviors from Intergroup Affect and Stereotypes Map (BIAS map; Cuddy et al., 2007)
describe warmth and competence in terms of how they relate to social perception, their origins,
and their link to prejudicial cognitions and behaviors.
The SCM and BIAS Map
The SCM (Fiske et al., 2002) and BIAS map (Cuddy et al., 2007) integrate a range of
literatures related to intergroup bias, including, for example, interpersonal and intergroup
perception (e.g., Peeters, 1992; Phalet & Poppe, 1997; Wojciszke, 1994; Wojciszke, Bazinska, &
Jaworski, 1998), and stereotyping and prejudice (e.g., Cottrell & Neuberg, 2005; Mackie &
Smith, 1998; Stephan & Stephan, 2000). The SCM describes warmth and competence as
fundamental and universal dimensions of perceptions and stereotypes with related emotional
reactions (Fiske et al., 2002) and consistent/biased causal attributions (Glick et al., 2009).
Extending the SCM, the BIAS map details the behavioral consequences of warmth and
competence stereotypes and the related emotional reactions to those stereotypes (Cuddy et al.,
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2007). Before turning to the BIAS Map, I will first discuss the relevant SCM research, including
the specific emotional and attributional consequences of specific stereotypes.
SCM: An Advancement and Organizing Framework
According to Fiske and colleague’s (2002) SCM, warmth and competence underlie social
perceptions and stereotypes and differentiate perceptions of social groups. Warmth is reflected in
qualities such as being good-natured, trustworthy, tolerant, friendly, and sincere, and it relates to
how we perceive others’ intentions: whether we see others as having the capacity to be other(vs. self) focused and whether they are likely to behave morally or ethically (Fiske et al., 2007).
Conversely, competence reflects qualities such as being capable, skillful, intelligent, and
confident, and relates to how we perceive others’ capacity for pursuing their intentions. The
SCM advances relevant person perception research that utilizes similar or identical constructs
under various semantically comparable labels. For example, Peeters’ (1992) focused on the
dimensions of self-profitability (e.g., confident, ambitious) and other-profitability (e.g.,
trustworthy, tolerant), and these dimensions have been found to predict evaluations of positive
and negative social behavior (e.g., Vonk, 1999; Wojciszke et al., 1998). Similarly, Rosenberg et
al. (1968) assessed the trait structure of personality impressions and found that two dimensions,
intellectual good/bad and social good/bad, best represented that structure. Furthermore,
Wojciszke and colleagues assessed people’s impressions of well-known others and found that
82% of the variance in these impressions were accounted for by the dimensions of morality and
competence (Wojciszke et al., 1998). The constructs of other-profitability (Peeters, 1992), social
good/bad (Rosenberg et al., 1968), and morality (Wojciszke et al., 1998) are akin to the SCM’s
warmth dimension, and the constructs of self-profitability, intellectual good/bad, and competence
are akin (or identical, in this latter example) to the SCM’s competence dimension. Fiske and
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colleagues’ (2002) advancement, then, is not in the novelty of warmth and competence as
dimensions of interpersonal perception and stereotypes, as these and related constructs have been
identified previously (e.g., Rosenberg et al., 1968; Wojciszke et al., 1998). Rather, the
advancement lies in their moving beyond identification of the dimensions to demonstrating how
and why warmth and competence are ubiquitous in interpersonal perception, as well as
establishing the utility of warmth and competence for understanding how we perceive others and
predicting the affective and social-cognitive consequences of those perceptions.
Fiske and colleagues (2002) advanced previous interpersonal perception literature in
arguing and demonstrating via the SCM that: a) warmth and competence are universal and
fundamental constructs (i.e., the dimensions of warmth and competence are predicted by two
social structural variables known to be important in intergroup relations, perceived competition
and status; e.g., Eckes, 2002; Fiske et al., 1999); b) warmth and competence differentiate social
perceptions and stereotypes (i.e., across social groups, stereotypes comprise two dimensions at
varying levels, high or low warmth and competence, and that a majority of out-groups have
mixed stereotype content, such as high warmth but low competence or vice versa; Cuddy et al.,
2007); c) warmth and competence predict specific affective reactions (i.e., specific combinations
of warmth and competence predict particular emotional reactions (i.e., prejudices) toward
individuals and social groups; e.g., Fiske et al., 2002), and d) warmth and competence predict
consistent causal attributions (i.e., the Stereotype Consistency Attribution Bias, or SCAB; Glick
et al., 2009). Each will be discussed in turn.
Warmth and Competence are Universal and Fundamental Constructs. Warmth and
competence appear to be universal and fundamental in human social perception and stereotypes.
Indeed, evidence in support of the SCM has been found across the globe and warmth and
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competence are linked to evolutionarily relevant variables (i.e., competition and status; Cuddy et
al., 2009; Fiske, 2018; Fiske et al., 2002). Such broad empirical support suggests that warmth
and competence are dimensions that underly human social perception, rather than idiosyncratic
dimensions relevant to particular cultures, ethnicities, social groups, or nationalities. For
example, Cuddy et al. (2009) found evidence for the SCM internationally and across cultures,
with consistent data from seven European countries (i.e., Western, more individualistic cultures),
and three East Asian countries (i.e., Eastern, more collectivistic cultures). One exception is that
in Eastern, more collectivistic cultures, in-groups are not perceived with high warmth, high
competence stereotypes. Rather, they are perceived as neither positive or negative on warmth
and competence, a finding attributed to the fact that there is less in-group favoritism or selfpromotion in more collectivistic (vs. more individualistic) cultures (Kitayama et al., 1997).
This evidence in support of the universality of warmth and competence is connected to
how fundamental they are to human social perception, as demonstrated by the relationships
between warmth and competence and globally relevant social structural variables of perceived
competition and status, respectively (Eckes, 2002; Fiske et al., 2002; Fiske et al., 1999). More
specifically, Fiske et al.’s (2002) SCM research demonstrates that competitive groups are
perceived as low in warmth, and this negative perception is related to the fact that a group that
competes with the in-group for limited resources in a shared environment poses a threat to the ingroup’s success in that environment (Fiske & Ruscher, 1993). Conversely, non-competitive
groups are perceived as high in warmth because they do not compete with the in-group and do
not pose a threat. In terms of status and its relation to competence, high status/powerful groups
are perceived as high in competence, and low status/weaker groups are perceived as low in
competence.
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Importantly, another person or group’s warmth (or competitiveness) is more important to
perceivers than another person or group’s competence (or status), in terms of the perceptual
salience in impression formation and strength in predicting consequent emotional and behavioral
reactions (Fiske et al., 2007). For example, Wojciszke, Bazinska, and Jaworski (1998) found that
for perceivers, others’ warmth is more chronically, cognitively accessible (i.e., more likely to be
used in describing one’s perceptions of a target), subjectively important, and a stronger predictor
of positive or negative impression formation than others’ competence. Additionally, whereas
warmth predicts whether a perceiver’s impression of a target is positive or negative, competence
modifies the valence and determines the extremity of the impression (i.e., how positive, or how
negative). Warmth’s primacy over competence stems from the fact that whether another person
or group’s intentions are competitive (i.e., threatening) is more important to one’s wellbeing and
survival than whether that person or group is capable of acting on those intentions (i.e., their
competence). Fiske and Ruscher (1993) have reported that the incompatibility of in-group and
out-group goals (i.e., their competitiveness and the out-group’s consequent perceived lack of
warmth) is the main source of negative affect toward out-groups and their members. Thus, rather
than being culturally, ethnically, or nationally bound, warmth and competence relate to
fundamental intergroup variables that transcend these kinds of superficial human constructs, and
instead relate to how humans identify threats and opportunities in their social environments.
Warmth and Competence Differentiate Social Perceptions and Stereotypes.
According to Fiske et al.’s (2002) SCM, warmth and competence combine into four possible
low/high combinations, and these specific stereotypical combinations differentiate perceptions of
social groups (i.e., groups have admired, contemptuous, paternalistic, or envied stereotypes).
More specifically, some social groups have ‘admired’ stereotypes and are perceived as being
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high on both warmth and competence (e.g., in-groups, close allies, or societal reference groups
such as the middle-class or Christians; Fiske, 2018), whereas others have ‘contemptuous’
stereotypes and are perceived as being low on both warmth and competence (e.g., out-groups;
homeless people or welfare recipients; Fiske). Furthermore, whereas traditional views in social
psychology maintain that negative stereotypes are reserved for out-groups and positive
stereotypes for in-groups (e.g., Allport, 1954), SCM research demonstrates that the majority of
out-groups have mixed stereotype content and are stereotypically perceived positively on one
attribute (e.g., high warmth) but negatively on the other (e.g., low competence). That is, rather
than stereotypes falling into either the admired or contemptuous categories, some social groups
have a ‘paternalistic’ stereotype, and are perceived as having high warmth and low competence
(e.g., the elderly or the mentally disabled), and others have an ‘envied’ stereotype, and are
perceived as having low warmth and high competence (e.g., the very wealthy or Asian-American
people; Fiske et al., 2002). These four possible stereotypical warmth and competence
combinations of social groups (i.e., admired, contemptuous, paternalistic, or envied) are robustly
shared by individuals throughout societies and across cultures (with the exception that individual
perceivers are likely to perceive their own in-group as having an ‘admired’ high warmth-high
competence stereotype, which might be at odds with how the rest of society views their group;
Cuddy et al., 2009). Importantly, stereotype content is linked with specific prejudicial affective
reactions in perceivers.
Warmth and Competence Predict Specific Affective Reactions. Fiske et al. (2002)
found support for their hypothesis that specific combinations of warmth and competence predict
specific emotional responses in perceivers. Those individuals and groups that have ‘admired’
stereotypes (i.e., in-groups, allies, or societal reference groups that are perceived as high on both
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warmth and competence; Fiske et al., 2002) elicit affective reactions that are uniformly positive
and related to admiration (e.g., in-group members elicit feelings of pride, respect, and fondness).
Admired groups are not viewed as competitive among themselves and consequently perceive
each other as warm and also competent because they enjoy status and power in society.
Conversely, those individuals and groups that have ‘contemptuous’ stereotypes (perceived as low
on both warmth and competence) elicit affective reactions that are uniformly negative and
related to contempt (e.g., homeless people elicit feelings of disgust, resentment, and frustration;
Cuddy et al., 2008; Dijker et al., 1996). These contemptuous groups are perceived as competitive
to the extent that they are perceived as “parasitic” in taking society’s finite economic resources,
and also as low status in that they have no power but rather serve as incapable “drains” on
society (Russell & Fiske, 2008).
In contrast to admired and contemptuous groups, groups with mixed warmth and
competence (i.e., paternalistic and envied) stereotypes elicit affective reactions that are neither
uniformly positive nor negative. Individuals and groups that have ‘paternalistic’ stereotypes (i.e.,
are perceived as high warmth but low competence) elicit affective responses related to pity (e.g.,
the elderly elicit feelings of pity and sympathy), reflecting what Fiske and colleagues’ term
‘paternalistic prejudice’ (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2008; Fiske et al., 2002). These paternalistic
stereotype groups are perceived as neither motivated toward nor particularly capable of
competing with or hurting the in-group. The emotional reaction of pity is both negative and
positive, in that pity reflects a degree of disrespect toward these individuals and groups for their
perceived lack of competence, but also a degree of liking in the form of compassion and
sympathy for their perceived warmth (Fiske et al., 2002). Conversely, groups that have ‘envied’
stereotypes (i.e., perceived as low warmth, but high competence) elicit affective responses
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related to envy (e.g., the very wealthy elicit feelings of jealousy and anger). These groups are
perceived as successful, but as having intentions that are in competition with or potentially
harmful to the in-group. Consequently, the emotional reaction of envy is both negative and
positive, in that envy reflects a degree of begrudging respect for their competence but also a
degree of dislike for their perceived lack of warmth. In addition to predicting specific emotional
reactions, high or low warmth and competence stereotype2 content also predict specific causal
attribution inferences (Glick et al., 2009).
Warmth and Competence Predict Consistent Causal Attributions. Glick, Thomas,
Vescio, and Fiske (2009) proposed and tested the Stereotype Consistency Attribution Bias
(SCAB), arguing that stereotype content (e.g., low warmth) predicts consistent causal
attributions within specific behavioral domains, meaning that out-groups with mixed stereotype
content will receive unfavorable attributions some of the time, but favorable attributions at other
times. The SCAB goes beyond existing theories on intergroup attributions, such as the Ultimate
Attribution Error (Pettigrew, 1979), which would predict a uniform pattern of in-group/out-group
bias in people’s intergroup attributions with favorable attributions for the in-group and
unfavorable attributions for out-groups. That is, theories such as the UAE predict dispositional
attributions for the in-group’s positive behaviors and out-group’s negative behaviors, and
situational causal attributions for the in-group’s negative behaviors and out-group’s positive
behaviors. Conversely, the SCAB posits that stereotypical warmth predicts attributions relating
to positive or negative social behaviors (e.g., being charitable or stealing), and stereotypical
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Although the labels admired, pitied, envied, and contemptuous are introduced and described here to outline the
theory, for the remainder of the paper, the combination of high or low warmth and high or low competence will be
stated explicitly instead of the labels, to avoid readers having to memorize what these labels mean. However, part of
the supplementary analyses of the main experiment explicitly compared differences between these theoretically
relevant combinations of warmth and competence, at which point the labels will be used again.
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competence predicts attributions relating to successful or unsuccessful achievement behaviors
(e.g., getting a promotion at work or failing an exam). In this way, people’s attributions serve to
confirm their pre-existing warmth and competence stereotypes of others.
According to Glick and colleagues, the SCAB is more flexible than traditional
ethnocentric attribution bias theories like the UAE as it predicts more nuanced attribution
patterns for individuals with mixed positive and negative stereotype content (i.e., high warmth
and low competence, or vice versa). Whereas the SCAB would make predictions that are
consistent with the UAE for groups with uniformly positive stereotypes and uniformly negative
stereotypes, the SCAB diverges in predicting that mixed stereotype individuals will receive both
favorable and unfavorable attributions depending on the behavior and domain being considered.
For example, an individual stereotyped as low warmth, but high competence might receive
favorable dispositional attributions when they succeed in achievement domains (e.g., an AsianAmerican student’s good test grade is attributed to their intelligence; Glick et al., 2009) as the
favorable dispositional attribution based on achievement is consistent with the high competence
stereotype of Asian-Americans (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002). Conversely, the same individual might
receive unfavorable dispositional causal attributions when they behave pro-socially (e.g., an
Asian-American student’s offer to help another student study might be attributed to ulterior
motives rather than altruism; Glick et al.), as the unfavorable dispositional attribution is
consistent with the low warmth stereotype of Asian-Americans (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002).
Thus, stereotype content predicts not only perceivers’ affective reactions to other
individuals but also the types of causal attributions they make when inferring causal explanations
for others’ behaviors. Importantly, as will be discussed next, in addition to perceivers’ causal
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attributions, stereotype content and the prejudicial emotional reactions to warmth and
competence also predict behavioral reactions (Cuddy et al., 2007).
The BIAS Map
Cuddy et al.’s (2007) BIAS map extends the SCM to describing the behavioral reactions
(e.g., helping or hurting) to warmth and competence stereotypes and the mediating role of affect
between warmth and competence and the linked behavioral reactions.3 According to Cuddy and
colleagues, the behavioral reactions to warmth and competence are, in part, a function of each
dimension’s importance to perceivers’ impressions and reactions. As described above, warmth
has primacy over competence in terms of its salience in impression formation and its strength as
a predictor of linked emotions and behaviors because of its relative importance to perceivers
compared to competence (Fiske & Ruscher, 1993; Wojciszke et al., 1998). Because of warmth’s
primacy, it predicts active behavioral reactions, that is, active facilitative behaviors (i.e.,
behaviors that facilitate goal attainment) toward those with stereotypically high warmth (e.g.,
helping) or active harm behaviors toward those with stereotypically low warmth (e.g., attacking;
Cuddy et al. 2007; 2008). Because competence is secondary, it predicts passive behavioral
reactions, that is, passive facilitative behaviors toward those with stereotypically high
competence (e.g., associating with them when convenient), and passive harm behaviors toward
those with stereotypically low competence (e.g., neglect; Cuddy et al.).
Just as with emotional reactions, mixed warmth and competence stereotype content (i.e.,
high warmth and low competence, or vice versa) individuals elicit ambivalent behavioral
reactions. For example, high warmth, low competence stereotyped individuals and groups, (e.g.,

3

Although the SCAB (Glick et al., 2009) is associated with the SCM, there has been no established empirical link
made between causal attributions linked to warmth and competence and their possible relation to a perceiver’s
behavioral reactions. Hence, attributions are not discussed in this section, as the BIAS map (Cuddy et al., 2007) and
the SCAB (Glick et al., 2009) have not been empirically linked to date.
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the elderly) elicit behaviors characterized by active facilitation (e.g., helping) but passive harm
(e.g., neglect). Such behaviors may be exemplified, for example, by people’s general proclivity
toward helping the elderly but also the common practice of putting elderly family members into
nursing homes; we will help them but also isolate them (Cuddy et al., 2007). Furthermore,
individuals and groups who are perceived as stereotypically low on warmth but high on
competence (e.g., the rich; certain minority groups like Asian-American and Jewish people;
Fiske et al., 2002) elicit behaviors characterized by passive facilitation (e.g., associating when
convenient) but active harm (e.g., harassing). Such behaviors may be exemplified, for example,
by begrudging cooperation (i.e., passive facilitation), such as choosing to work with an AsianAmerican student on a class project because of their stereotypically high competence, but
harassing behaviors (e.g., active harm) such as insults or bullying (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2007).
What behavioral reaction occurs for the mixed warmth and competence groups is determined by
which pole of their ambivalent warmth/competence stereotypes gets activated in a given context.
Cuddy et al. (2007) demonstrated that the affective reactions to warmth and competence
stereotypes better predict these active and passive behavioral reactions than the stereotypes
alone, and, in fact, mediate the relationship between stereotype content and behavioral reaction.
More specifically, high warmth predicts active facilitation (i.e., helping) through emotions
related to admiration (e.g., respect) and pity (e.g., sympathy), and low warmth predicts active
harm (i.e., harassing or attacking) through emotions related to contempt (e.g., disgust) and envy
(specifically anger; Cuddy et al. Study 4). High competence predicts passive facilitation (i.e.,
associating) through emotions related to admiration (e.g., respect) and envy (e.g., resentment),
and low competence predicts passive harm (i.e., neglect) through emotions related to contempt
(e.g., disgust) and pity (e.g., sympathy).
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As the extant literature discussed makes clear, warmth and competence are fundamental
in human social perception and stereotyping processes, and relate to subsequent affective
reactions, causal attributions, and behavioral reactions. As such, the predictive role of stereotype
content (i.e., warmth and competence) in perceptual, affective (Fiske et al., 2002), attributional
(Glick et al., 2009), and behavioral (Cuddy et al., 2007) processes highlights the plausible
relevance of stereotype content and warmth and competence perceptions to jurors’ decisionmaking. That is, the extant literature demonstrating biased decision-making against for-profit
corporate litigants in mock research (e.g., Hans, 1998) is consistent with what might be expected
from the negative corporate stereotype content and the subsequent cognitive processes such as
negative affective reactions and causal attributions. In support of this proposition, independent
lines of empirical research suggest that negative dispositional attributions (e.g., Sommers &
Ellsworth, 2000), and negative affect (e.g., anger or disgust; Bandes & Salerno, 2014; Bright &
Goodman-Delahunty, 2004) influence jurors’ decision-making and predict case outcomes (e.g.,
verdict preferences and damage awards.
Jury Decision-Making: Negative Affect and Negative Dispositional Attributions
The importance of understanding how a litigants’ warmth and competence might affect
civil jurors’ case judgments through linked affective reactions and causal attributions stems from
how influential affect can be in human cognition, and how central causal attributions are to the
basic task of jurors. For example, it is well understood that different affective states (e.g., being
angry) can impact information processing (e.g., Lerner et al., 1998), and all jurors, whether in
criminal or civil cases, must answer basic questions of whether a defendant is the direct or
proximate cause of some alleged harm. Thus, and as will become clearer in the next sections, the
potential for negative warmth or competence perceptions to bias jurors’ judgments is evident
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when considering the literature that demonstrates the impact of negative affect and negative
causal attributions in jurors’ decision-making.
Negative Affect
The impact of emotion in jurors’ decision-making is well documented in the literature
(e.g., Bandes & Salerno, 2014; see Feigenson, 2016 for a review), particularly the impact of
certain moral emotions (i.e., anger and sympathy) on jurors’ judgments of blame and
punishment. Whether integral to the case (i.e., caused by something related to the case under
consideration) or incidental (i.e., caused by something unrelated to the case), emotions such as
anger can affect jurors’ information processing, both in terms of the depth of processing and the
direction of information processing. More specifically, experiencing anger can lead people to
rely on heuristic cues such as stereotypic knowledge rather than engage in effortful, more
systematic information processing (e.g., Lerner & Tiedens, 2001). Additionally, anger can lead
people to process subsequent information in a consistent manner, increasing their likelihood of
blaming an alleged perpetrator that elicits anger (e.g., Lerner et al., 1998). Thus, if litigants
stereotyped/perceived as low warmth elicit feelings of anger (Fiske et al., 2002), they might
motivate jurors to rely on stereotypical knowledge rather than carefully processing and
considering inconsistent information presented at trial, leading to greater odds of an unfavorable
verdict outcome for those litigants because of the perceived low warmth. Similarly, if low
warmth predicts negative causal attributions, they might also lead to unfavorable outcomes, as
negative causal attributions are also associated with how jurors decide cases.
Negative Attributions
Research examining jury decision-making suggests that negative dispositional
attributions are associated with perceptions of culpability and unfavorable trial outcomes for the
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target of those attributions. For example, negative dispositional attributions are related to harsher
judgments of deserved punishment (Cochran et al., 2006; Cullen et al., 1985; Fontaine & Emily,
1978; Grasmick & McGill, 1994; Hawkins, 1981; Kubota et al., 2014). Hawkins (1981) provides
one of the earliest examples when he assessed whether people are more likely to infer
dispositional over situational causal factors when determining the cause of a crime, and how this
related to mock-jurors’ punishment preferences. Over 600 students read 25 short crime vignettes
and made judgments of deserved punishment, in addition to indicating which of five possible
causes best explained the criminal behavior: Three were more dispositional in nature (e.g.,
individual malevolence), and two were more situational in nature (e.g., dysfunctional family
environment/upbringing). Hawkins (1981) found that people were more likely to make
dispositional rather than situational attributions for the crimes, and these dispositional
attributions were associated with more punitive punishment recommendations.
Negative dispositional attributions are also associated with mock jurors’ perceptions of
guilt (Pope & Meyer, 1999; Shaver, 1970; 1985; Sommers & Ellsworth, 2000). Sommers and
Ellsworth (2000) found that dispositional attributions in general (Study 1), and negative
personality trait attributions in particular (e.g., aggressive, violent; Study 2), have a strong and
positive association with mock jurors’ judgments of guilt. Because stereotypes reflect inherently
dispositional information about others (i.e., assumptions about one’s internal qualities of warmth
and competence; Fiske et al., 2002), and negative warmth stereotypes predict negative
dispositional attributions for anti-social behavior, jurors might be attributionally biased against
the party with the more negative warmth stereotype. As such, both jurors’ affect and negative
causal attributions might explain why negative stereotype content (e.g., low warmth) might
predict biased judgments.
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Affect and Attributions as Mediators of Juror Perceptions and Juror Judgments
Much like affect mediating the relationship between warmth and competence stereotypes
and behavioral reactions to targets (Cuddy et al., 2007), affect is also known to mediate the
relationship between case relevant stimuli and jurors’ trial judgments. For instance, anger has
been found to mediate the effect of viewing graphic crime scene photos and jurors’ guilty
verdicts, such that viewing the photos increased jurors’ anger, which in turn made them more
likely to convict the defendant (Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2006). Similarly, experiencing
sympathy for victims can also increase the likelihood of blaming a defendant. Bornstein (1998)
found that when a plaintiff in a civil personal injury trial was injured more severely, jurors
experienced more sympathy for the victim, which increased how much they blamed the
defendant. Research demonstrating affect’s mediating role in jurors’ trial judgments is consistent
with findings in SCM and BIAS map research, which has demonstrated that emotions are a
strong predictor of behaviors, as well as a mediator of the relationship between warmth and
competence stereotypes and their behavioral consequences (Cuddy et al., 2008).
Unlike affect, there has been no empirical assessment of whether attributions similarly
mediate the relationship between stereotype content and behavioral reactions or the relationship
between trial stimuli and juror judgments. However, in the context of juror decision-making, a
parallel-mediation model, whereby affect and attributions both mediate the relationship between
warmth and competence perceptions and jurors’ decision-making, seems plausible. First, as
already described, research demonstrates that stereotypical low warmth predicts both negative
affective reactions such as anger and disgust (Cuddy et al., 2007) and negative dispositional
attributions for social behaviors (Glick et al., 2009). Second, both negative affective reactions
and negative dispositional causal attributions predict unfavorable trial outcomes for defendants
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(e.g., Feigenson, 2016; Sommers & Ellsworth, 2000). Thus, affect and attributions might play a
parallel mediating role, whereby a stereotypically low warmth litigant, such as a for-profit
corporation, might be perceived as low warmth, increasing the likelihood of jurors experiencing
negative affect and making negative dispositional causal attributions, in turn increasing the
likelihood of an unfavorable verdict and damage awards. This proposed perceptionattribution/affect-behavior parallel mediation process, tested in this dissertation, predicts
unfavorable legal outcomes for low warmth corporate litigants, and is consistent with literature
on civil jurors’ decision-making in cases involving for profit-businesses (e.g., Hans, 1998).
Indeed, as will be discussed next, mock jurors appear biased against for-profit corporate
defendants, and this bias might be explicable through the broader SCM theory just reviewed
(e.g., Cuddy et al., 2008).
Juror Decision-Making with For-profit Corporate Litigants
The extant literature on how civil jurors make decisions regarding for-profit corporations
has been primarily driven by the fear that jurors will, and do, award excessively high damages
against for-profit businesses because of their ample financial resources, the so called deeppockets hypothesis (see Hans, 1998 for a review). Although research suggests that jurors, in fact,
do not punish for-profit businesses (or other civil defendants) because of their ‘deep pockets,’ the
same research suggests that for-profit businesses are treated differently than other civil
defendants, such as non-profit businesses and individuals (e.g., Hamilton & Sanders, 1996; Hans,
as cited in Hans, 1998; Hans & Ermann, 1989; MacCoun, 1996; Robbennolt & Hans, 2016). For
example, Hans and Ermann (1989) found that when the defendant was ‘Jones Corp’ rather than
‘Mr. Jones,’ the defendant was significantly more likely to be held morally and legally
responsible for workers’ on-the-job injuries, and damage awards were significantly higher.
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Although this result was unrelated to the depth of the defendant’s pockets, it suggests that forprofit businesses are treated more harshly than other defendants when accused of identical civil
law infractions, violating the important constitutional requirement of juror impartiality.
The literature demonstrating jurors are harsher toward for-profit corporate litigants than
other types of litigants appears explicable through the lens of how warmth and competence
stereotypes/perceptions affect perceivers. In Hans and Ermann (1989), the label of ‘Jones Corp’
might have primed the corporate stereotype, leading participants’ to perceive the corporate
defendant as having lower warmth and higher competence. These perceptions, in turn, might
have then affected the types of affective reactions, causal attributions, and behavioral reactions
jurors made toward Jones Corp for the workers’ on-the-job injuries, leading to the reported
pattern of results: greater culpability and higher compensatory damage awards (i.e., active harm)
against the stereotypically low warmth, high competence corporate defendant. This interpretation
seems plausible, as one recent study has demonstrated that in civil cases, litigants with relatively
lower stereotypical warmth (including for-profit corporations) are less likely to have a favorable
case outcome (Girvan, 2016).
To date, only a single study has considered the impact of stereotypical warmth and
competence on the likelihood of a litigants’ success in civil litigation. Girvan (2016) assessed, in
part, how undergraduate (Pilot Study; Study 1) and law students (Study 2) would decide liability
in tort cases by varying the relative stereotypical warmth of the plaintiff and defendant. As
described by Girvan, the focus on stereotypical warmth stems from the fact that warmth’s
primacy makes it a stronger predictor of active behaviors such as helping or harming, which, in
the context of juror decision-making, should be more likely to manifest in verdict judgments than
the passive behaviors that stereotypical competence predicts. As such, for half of the cases the
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plaintiff’s identity was manipulated such that they were stereotypically warmer than the
defendant (e.g., a White, young, professional male as plaintiff vs. a corporate defendant), and for
the other half the defendant’s identity was manipulated such that they were stereotypically
warmer than the plaintiff (e.g., two young Black men who may be involved with drug culture as
the plaintiffs versus an elderly White widow trying to make ends meet as the defendant).
The specific plaintiff/defendant identities used by Girvan (2016) for the warmth
manipulations were selected based on their empirically demonstrated stereotypical warmth in
SCM research (Fiske et al., 2002), and manipulation checks confirmed that the relative perceived
warmth/competence of the plaintiff and defendant in each case was consistent with the SCM
(e.g., Fiske et al., 2002). As Girvan predicted, participants tended to decide cases for the warmer
party. That is, when the plaintiff was stereotypically warmer, participants tended to come to a
verdict in favor of the plaintiff (e.g., the young professional was owed damages), and vice versa
when the defendant was stereotypically warmer (e.g., the elderly widow did not owe damages).
Additionally, the litigants’ competence was directionally consistent with the litigants’ warmth in
terms of predicting verdict decisions, but the magnitude of the effect was much weaker than that
of warmth.
Girvan’s finding that competence was directionally consistent with but weaker than
warmth in predicting participants’ behavioral reactions (i.e., verdicts) is consistent with the SCM
as well as other research showing that warmth is primary and determines the direction of the
reactions and that perceived competence might simply serve as a modifier of reactions to
perceived warmth (i.e., determining the extremity of the reaction; Wojciszke et al., 1998). Thus,
the extant literature demonstrating that corporations are significantly more likely to be held liable
and required to pay higher damage awards in mock jury research might be explained best by
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unaccounted for differences in stereotype content. That is, mock jurors’ bias against the forprofit corporation in past research (e.g., Hamilton & Sanders, 1996) might reflect their negative
warmth stereotype compared to more positive stereotypical perceptions of the opposing litigant’s
(i.e., non-profits or individuals) warmth, as jurors might have more negative affective reactions,
render more negative causal attributions, and be motivated to actively harm them as a function of
their negative stereotype content (i.e., low warmth).
However, as the first and only study to assess the question of how stereotype content and
particularly stereotypical warmth affects civil jurors’ case judgments, many questions remain,
and certain methodological issues prevent extrapolating Girvan’s (2016) results to the question
of how jurors’ perceptions of a corporate litigants’ warmth and competence affect jurors’
judgments. First, Girvan tested the relationship between the litigants’ stereotypical warmth and
competence and jurors’ verdict preferences, but it is unclear what possible processes, such as
affective reactions and/or causal attributions, might account for the results. Furthermore, even
though 7 of the 24 vignettes Girvan employed included a for-profit corporate or business
defendant that was being sued by (or in one instance suing) an individual, there are differences
between corporations and individuals other than their relative stereotypical warmth and
competence that could have affected jurors’ judgments, potentially confounding whether
differences in jurors’ liability judgments can be attributed to differences in the litigants’ relative
warmth. For example, corporations are considered to have the capacity for agency but lack the
capacity for experience (Au & Ng, 2020), and this perception leads to more anger (vs. an
individual) when the corporation commits a transgression (e.g., selling customer data without
their permission; Rai & Diermeier, 2014). Because increased anger is known to increase jurors’
punitiveness and conviction rates (e.g., Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2006) and is also known
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to result from perceiving low warmth targets (Fiske et al., 2002), whether differences between a
corporate litigant and an individual are a result of differences in warmth and competence or
differences in capacity for experiences is not clear. What is also unclear is what attorneys can do
to advocate effectively for clients with negative stereotype content (e.g., low warmth) or
reputations that might bias jurors if not effectively mitigated. As will be discussed next, and
tested in the present research, is whether perceived warmth and competence can be adjusted.
Adjusting Perceived Warmth and Competence
The present dissertation assessed whether it is possible to adjust jurors’ perceptions of a
litigants’ warmth and/or competence, as well as what effect this has on jurors’ affective
reactions, causal attributions, and behavioral reactions (i.e., verdicts and damages). At present,
litigants with stereotypically high warmth might have a distinct advantage over litigants that
have stereotypically low warmth, as would be suggested by the results of Girvan (2016). That is,
low warmth perceptions would predict negative dispositional causal attributions, affective
reactions such as anger or disgust, and active harm behavioral reactions (i.e., in the form of
unfavorable verdicts or damage awards). Conversely, high warmth perceptions would predict
more positive causal attributions, affective reactions such as pity or sympathy, and actively
helpful behavioral reactions (i.e., favorable verdicts or damage awards). Additionally, a litigant’s
stereotypical competence might compound the advantage of high warmth litigants, as
competence is known to determine the extremity of the reactions (Wojciszke et al., 1998). Thus,
it is important for attorneys to know their client’s stereotype content or warmth and competence
reputation heading into a trial, and what they might be able (or need) to do to mitigate any of the
potentially biasing effects of negative (i.e., low) warmth and/or competence.
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Attorneys might find it difficult to make desirable adjustments to jurors’ perceptions of a
litigant’s warmth and competence, however, as it might be easier to make stereotype relevant
perceptions more negative than it is to make them more positive (Fiske et al., 2007). According
to Fiske et al. (2007), one’s competence is seen as a more diagnostic trait than warmth, in that
competence is seen as outside of one’s control; you can be either capable or not, and this is
perceived as an enduring quality. Additionally, perceptions of competence are resistant to change
(e.g., Cuddy et al., 2005). Conversely, warmth is seen as more context dependent, as one can
feign warmth depending on social and situational demands. Moreover, it might be easier to shift
warmth perceptions in a negative direction, as people are particularly sensitive to the presence of
negative warmth behaviors (Fiske et al., 2007). That is, someone who is (stereotypically or
otherwise) presumed to be high warmth can be quickly perceived as low warmth if they
demonstrate immoral or unsocial behaviors, as people are likely to notice information suggesting
that a target is low warmth (i.e., a potential threat). In contrast, someone who is presumed to be
low warmth can demonstrate moral and sociable behaviors without any upward movement in
perceptions of their warmth. This is because low warmth behaviors are perceived as more
indicative of an underlying threatening disposition. Thus, adjusting litigants’ warmth and
competence in a favorable direction might be difficult (e.g., Fiske et al., 2007). However, real
world data suggest that perceptions of public companies is more fluid than static, indicating that
it might be possible to improve perceptions of a negatively stereotyped corporation’s warmth and
competence.
The Axios Harris Poll 100 (2019), a recent survey on the reputations of the 100 ‘most
visible’ business entities in the U.S., revealed that the public holds many for-profit corporations
in high regard. This poll measured warmth relevant qualities such as the public’s perceptions of
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companies’ trust, ethics, good culture (i.e., good to work for), and citizenship (i.e., shares one’s
values), as well as competence relevant qualities such as the public’s perceptions of each
company’s business trajectory, prospect for growth, innovation, product quality, and vision for
the future. This survey revealed that certain for-profit businesses, such as Wegmans, Amazon,
and Patagonia, are perceived very positively by the public on qualities akin to warmth and
competence (e.g., has high ethical standards; has high growth potential, respectively), while
others, such as Facebook, Trump Organization, and Bank of America, are perceived negatively
on these qualities. Additionally, as an annual study, the report tracks positive and negative
changes in the public’s perceptions of these traits over time, marking which companies are seen
more positively, and which companies are seen more negatively, on these metrics year after year.
Thus, adjusting perceptions of stereotype-relevant traits is possible (at least outside of a
courtroom) in both a positive (e.g.., increasing warmth and/or competence) and negative (e.g..,
decreasing warmth and/or competence) direction. The present dissertation examined whether
warmth and competence traits can be adjusted at the outset of a trial, and, if so, how this might
affect jurors’ affective reactions, causal attributions, and verdicts and damage awards.
Summary
Corporate litigants are involved in approximately 40% of civil trials (Langton & Cohen,
2008), and experimental research shows that for-profit corporations are treated more harshly than
other civil defendants, such that they are more likely to be found liable, negligent, and assessed
higher damage awards, than both individuals and non-profit businesses (see Hans, 1998 for a
review). Jurors’ corporate stereotypes might contribute to this disparate treatment of corporate
defendants, given that corporations are stereotyped as being low in warmth (i.e., having immoral
or self-serving intentions) and high in competence (i.e., the capacity to enact those intentions;
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Aaker et al.). Absent effective intervention, stereotypical low warmth and high competence
might disadvantage corporate litigants against other litigants with more positive stereotype
content, such as those with stereotypically higher warmth (regardless of their stereotypical
competence; e.g., Girvan, 2016)
According to social psychological research on the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002), SCAB (Glick
et al., 2009), and the BIAS map (Cuddy et al., 2007), warmth is primary over competence in
terms of its perceptual salience and strength as a predictor of perceivers’ reactions. Although
stereotypical warmth will determine the direction of reactions (i.e., positive, or negative),
competence determines the extremity, acting as a modifier or amplifier (e.g., Fiske et al., 2007;
Wojciszke et al., 1998). More specifically, low warmth predicts stereotype consistent negative
dispositional causal attributions for negative social behaviors (i.e., anti-social behaviors are the
presumed result of the target’s immoral disposition), as well as negative affective reactions (i.e.,
anger), and active harm behaviors (i.e., harassing or attacking). Additionally, the negative
affective reactions mediate the relationship between stereotype content and negative behavioral
reactions (Cuddy et al., 2007), and it seems plausible that the negative attributions will similarly
serve as a mediator in the relationship between litigants’ perceived low warmth and jurors’
negative behavioral reactions.
In the context of a civil trial with a corporate litigant and their low warmth, high
competence stereotype, this proposed perception-attribution/affect-behavior parallel mediation
process predicts that jurors will likely perceive the corporation as low warmth and high
competence, attribute whatever harm is being litigated to the corporation’s disposition and/or
experience anger, in turn, making it more likely that jurors will find the corporate litigant
responsible for that outcome and charge them with higher damages (or if the plaintiff, as

28

deserving less or no compensation) all things being equal. Although a single study indicates that
a civil litigants’ relative warmth (and to a lesser extent their competence; i.e., Girvan, 2016)
predicts whether they will be successful in a case, it is unclear what processes might account for
these effects and whether the effects are attributable to differences in warmth and competence
specifically or other differences between the litigants (e.g., capacity for experiences).
Furthermore, methodological limitations in Girvan (2016) prevent a clear assessment of whether
the perception-attribution/affect-behavior parallel mediation process, as suggested here and
supported by research on the SCM, SCAB, BIAS map, and juror decision-making, predicts civil
jurors’ judgments in cases with corporate litigants. The present study will address these gaps in
the literature.
Finally, understanding the potential for bias stemming from negative stereotype content
(e.g., negative affective reactions, causal attributions, and behavioral reactions), it is important to
assess whether an attorney can adjust jurors’ perceptions of warmth and competence from the
outset of a trial to ameliorate the potentially biasing effect of their client having negative
stereotype content or a reputation of low warmth and/or competence. For example, attorneys
need to know if they can overcome the potentially biasing impact of stereotypically low warmth
by emphasizing a client’s pro-social qualities (e.g., charity work in the community) when
introducing the party at the outset of the trial. However, it is unclear to what extent warmth and
competence perceptions can be adjusted, and what effects, if any, such adjustments might have
on jurors’ causal attributions, affective reactions, and trial judgments (i.e., behavioral reactions).
Present Research
The present research examined whether litigants’ warmth and competence affect civil
jurors’ decision-making in trials with corporate litigants and whether the proposed perception-
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attribution-/affect-behavior parallel mediation process outlined above predicted jurors’ verdicts
and damage awards. In particular, the present research assessed the consequences of corporate
litigants’ variable warmth and competence in a civil trial, either as a function of profit-status
stereotypes or through direct experimental manipulation of warmth and competence.
Additionally, this dissertation research addressed methodological issues in Girvan’s (2016) study
and included comparable plaintiffs and defendants (i.e., by making the plaintiff and the
defendant for- and/or non-profit corporations). Comparing a for-profit corporation and a nonprofit corporation confers theoretical and methodological benefits, including: 1) varying only the
profit status of a corporation allows all other differences between plaintiff and defendant to be
held constant, enhancing experimental control and the generalizability of the results to other civil
litigants that are businesses, but not necessarily corporations (e.g., a small family business); 2)
for-profit and non-profit businesses have the opposite warmth and competence stereotypes (i.e.,
envied and paternalistic, respectively; Aaker et al., 2010), making for an ideal stereotype content
juxtaposition; and 3) whether jurors’ decision-making process differs when the plaintiff or
defendant is a stereotypically low warmth high competence for-profit corporation (i.e., negative
dispositional attributions, negative affective reactions such as anger, active harm behaviors such
as unfavorable verdicts and damages) or conversely, a stereotypically high warmth low
competence non-profit corporation (i.e., positive dispositional attributions, more positive
affective reactions such as sympathy, and active facilitation behavior such as helping in the form
of more favorable verdicts and damages).
Finally, this research assessed whether jurors’ perceptions of the litigants’ warmth and
competence can be adjusted at the outset of a trial, whether such adjustments have predictable
effects on jurors’ subsequent affective responses, causal attributions, and verdict and damage
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award decisions, as well as whether affective responses and attributions mediate the relationship
between the litigants’ warmth and the jurors’ verdicts and damage awards. To accomplish these
goals, this research included three pilot studies (i.e., Pilot Study 1, 2, and 3) and one main
experimental study (i.e., the Main Experiment).
Pilot Studies
Prior to the main experiment, I conducted three pilot studies. Pilot Study 1 was designed
to test and develop the case scenario that would be the basis of the stimulus for Pilot Study 3 and
the main experiment. Pilot Study 2 was designed to assess whether the high and low warmth and
competence manipulations produced the desired pattern of warmth and competence ratings
before the manipulations were combined with the case scenario in Pilot Study 3. Finally, Pilot
Study 3 employed the full Main Experiment design using a further developed vignette (i.e., the
basic Pilot Study 1 vignette with evidence and witnesses added), the warmth and competence
manipulations, the measured mediators (i.e., affective reactions and causal attributions), and the
dependent variables (i.e., verdicts and damages). Pilot Study 3 was designed to assess the
relationships between the independent variables, mediators, and dependent variables, to identify
the specific variables that would be included for the mediation models in the Main Experiment’s
primary analyses. In what follows, I will first provide a summary of Pilot Study 1 and Pilot
Study 2 (the detailed write-ups of Pilot Study 1 and 2, including their respective methods and
results, are available in Appendix A). Following the Pilot Study 1 and 2 summaries I provide a
full report of Pilot Study 3 because of its relevance to the Main Experiment in terms of
methodology and the testing of key variables (i.e., the independent, mediator, and dependent
variables). Finally, I report the Main Experiment, followed by a general discussion of the present
research.
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Pilot Study 1 Summary
Pilot Study 1 demonstrated several key trends in the data across eight iterations (i.e., Pilot
1.1-Pilot 1.8; Appendix A) that informed the progression of the research and the studies that
followed. First, regardless of litigant status in the case (i.e., as plaintiff or defendant), the
litigants’ profit-status impacted perceptions of warmth, with for-profit litigants being perceived
as less warm than non-profit litigants in the majority of the Pilot Study 1 iterations (i.e., Pilot
Study 1.2, vignette 1, showed no differences in perceived warmth and Pilot Study 1.4 showed no
differences in perceived warmth or competence between the litigants in either vignette). This
general pattern suggested that a for-profit corporate litigant is likely to be perceived as having
lower warmth than other types of litigants, such as individuals or non-profit corporations.
Second, participants’ verdict preferences appeared to vary with perceptions of warmth, as
significant differences in perceptions of warmth were almost always accompanied by differences
in verdict preferences (with verdict leanings favoring the relatively warmer litigant). For
example, in Pilot Study 1.3, the non-profit plaintiff was perceived as significantly warmer than
the for-profit defendant and won 25 of 43 verdicts. In contrast, when the plaintiff was a forprofit, they were perceived as significantly less warm than the non-profit defendant, and they
won only 18 of 47 verdicts (see Appendix F Figure A-4). These results lend preliminary
evidence to a primary assertion that perceptions of warmth are significantly related to jurors’
case judgments.
Third, both alleged behaviors in the case scenario (i.e., allegations from the plaintiff
against the defendant and vice versa) and the litigant descriptions impacted participants’
perceptions of warmth and competence. More specifically, adjustments to the case scenario
(Pilot 1.1 to 1.4) and also adjustments to the litigant descriptions (Pilot 1.5 to 1.8) generally
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affected perceptions of the litigants’ warmth and competence in successive iterations (i.e.,
sometimes increasing and other times decreasing perceptions, depending on the iteration). As a
result of this undue influence, in Pilot Study 2, I examined the unique effects that the profit status
manipulation and the explicit warmth and competence manipulations had on perceptions of
warmth and competence outside of a trial context/case scenario.
Fourth, the impact of shifts in profit-status on perceptions of competence is less clear
relative to the impact of shifts in profit-status on perceptions of warmth. More specifically,
perceptions of competence varied significantly less than perceptions of warmth with changes in
profit status across the Pilot Study 1 iterations. Additionally, regardless of profit-status, no
litigant in any of the Pilot Study 1 iterations was perceived as less competent than warm, but
rather, perceived as either equivalently warm and competent, or as having higher competence
and lower warmth. With changes in profit status, this rigidity of perceived competence relative to
the malleability of perceived warmth suggested that the profit status manipulation might have
limited utility for a test of the primary research questions (i.e., how variable warmth and
competence affect jurors’ decision-making process and outcomes). Because Pilot Study 2
simultaneously tested the unique effects of both the profit status manipulation and the explicit
warmth and competence manipulations on perceptions of warmth and competence, the results of
Pilot Study 2 determined whether to retain the profit status manipulation, depending on whether
it proved to be effective in producing desired patterns of perceived warmth and competence (vs.
the explicit manipulations).
Pilot Study 2 thus assessed the effectiveness of the profit status manipulation and the
explicit warmth and competence manipulations in producing the desired low and high patterns of
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warmth and competence without the influence of extraneous information (i.e., specific to the
case being litigated).
Pilot Study 2 Summary
Pilot Study 2 (Appendix A) tested the profit-status manipulation, as well as the high and
low warmth and competence manipulations, to ensure that both of these variables would be
useful in answering the primary research questions in the Main Experiment. Additionally, Pilot
Study 2 tested whether the companies/litigants, as well as the different versions of the
manipulations, had any undue influence on participants’ perceptions of warmth and
competence4.
Pilot Study 2 confirmed that the high warmth and competence manipulations produced
significantly higher perceptions of warmth and competence compared to the low warmth and
competence manipulations, respectively. Additionally, there was no effect of company, such that
which company was being rated did not significantly impact warmth and competence ratings
(over and above the warmth and competence manipulations). There was also no effect of which
warmth and competence manipulation version participants received, such that both versions of
each manipulation (e.g., high warmth) produced equivalent warmth or competence ratings.
Surprisingly, profit status failed to produce significant differences in perceptions of
warmth or competence between conditions, suggesting that this variable is an ineffective cue to
warmth or competence in the presence of explicit warmth and competence manipulations. Thus,
the profit status variable was dropped from the design, as the results of Pilot Study 1 and 2
suggested that it would not contribute to an assessment of how jurors’ decision-making processes

4

With the design of Pilot Study 3 and the Main Experiment fully crossing Warmth (High vs. Low) and Competence
(High vs. Low) between the two litigants, there will be four case scenarios where both litigants are High or Low on
one or both of warmth and competence. It is thus necessary to have multiple versions of the manipulations.
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vary with corporate litigants’ warmth and competence over and above directly manipulating
warmth and competence.
Pilot Study 3
Pilot Study 3 incorporated the civil case scenario of Pilot Study 1 with the warmth and
competence manipulations of Pilot Study 2 in a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Plaintiff
Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant
Competence: High vs. Low) between-subjects mock juror decision-making study with proportion
of negligence, verdict preference, and damage awards as dependent variables5. Pilot Study 3
employed a more fully developed Pilot Study 1 case scenario stimulus to test a vignette-version
that would ultimately be made into the Main Experiment’s narrated slide deck case stimulus.
More specifically, Pilot Study 3 tested the Pilot Study 1 case scenario with the addition of
evidence, witnesses, opening and closing statements (see Appendix H), and jury instructions (see
Appendix I) and included the Pilot Study 2 warmth and competence manipulations (see
Appendix G), creating 16 conditions that varied both the plaintiff’s and defendant’s warmth and
competence.
Pilot Study 3 also included additional measures to be employed in the Main Experiment
to identify the specific variables that will be used to test the proposed mediation model,
including: A measure of jurors’ causal attributions, integral affect, verdicts, and damage awards.
The primary purpose of Pilot Study 3 is thus a preliminary assessment of the relationship
between the independent, mediating, and outcome variables, within the context of the more fully
developed case stimulus.

5

The 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High
vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Competence: High vs. Low) design stems from the fact that in the case scenarios, both the
plaintiff’s and defendant’s warmth and competence are manipulated. Sixteen conditions are necessary to have a fully
crossed design.
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Methods
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 689) were recruited through Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (M-Turk), paid $1.50 for their time, and randomly assigned to one of 16
conditions that varied by high or low warmth and high or low competence descriptions of the
plaintiff and defendant in a civil lawsuit. The pilot study took approximately 19 minutes to
complete (Mdn = 18.75 minutes). Of the 689 participants, 45 were excluded from analyses for
being non-citizens (n = 45), 208 were excluded for being felons (n = 208), 117 were excluded for
being suspected bots/farmers (n = 117), and 34 were excluded for failing attention checks (n =
34)6. The final sample (N = 285) was, on average, in their late 30’s (M = 37.58, SD = 11.72),
majority White (74.8%, followed by 13% African American, 5.3% Asian/Pacific Islander, 4.6%
Hispanic/Latino, and 2.5% Other Race/ Ethnicity), majority male (54%), and educated (69%
with an associate’s degree or higher). Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) determined
there were no significant relationships between participant demographic variables and outcome
variables (all F’s < 1.29, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Introduction. After providing informed consent,
participants read a neutral statement about the case that attempted to boost engagement (169
words; see Appendix H). The neutral statement claimed that the case was real and pending in the
Southern District of New York (SDNY), with altered names and company logos for the sake of
confidentiality, and that the litigants had sought the help of researchers from John Jay to help

6

The data for Pilot Study 3 was collected in three batches because of initial data quality issues. The first two batches
of data collection were inundated with low quality bots/farmers (which likely explains the very high proportion of
felons in this dataset). Fortunately, the data collection intermediary service (i.e., TurkPrime.com; Litman, Robinson,
& Abberbock, 2017) released a data quality service/tool to address growing concerns over the quality of M-Turk
data (e.g., bots, farmers, and people pretending to be in the U.S.; see Litman, Rosenzweig, & Moss, 2020). If
selected, this add-on premium tool allows only the M-Turk workers that have passed in-house engagement and
attention checks to participate in the study. Using this tool nearly entirely eliminated the presence of bots/farmers in
the third data set, and the increase in quality of data was readily apparent from inspection of the open-ended
responses. This tool was also used for the Main Experiment.
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them examine where they stand in the eyes of jurors to potentially resolve the dispute out of
court and help avoid a jury trial.
Warmth and Competence Manipulations. After reading the neutral case introduction,
participants read one (of 64)7 randomly assigned ‘party introductions’ that contained a
description of DB followed by a description of B & B (approximately 180 words each; see
Appendix G). The party descriptions were the same company descriptions from Pilot Study 2
containing the warmth and competence manipulations, except in Pilot Study 3 DB is labelled the
plaintiff and B & B the defendant, as now the manipulations were contextualized in the setting of
the civil lawsuit. In the descriptions, DB (and subsequently B & B) is described as High or Low
Warmth and High or Low Competence (with the versions of each counterbalanced between
participants).
Vignette. After reading the party introductions, participants read the case stimulus,
comprised of the following case components: a factual background of the case, DB’s opening
statement, B & B’s opening statement, DB’s evidence (two witnesses and documents), B & B’s
evidence (two witnesses and documents), DB’s closing argument, and B & B’s closing argument
(1678 words; Appendix H). The case scenario described a negligence lawsuit brought by
Databahn (Plaintiff) against Bits & Bytes (Defendant), after Databahn suffered a massive data
breach by an unknown third party and blamed the hardware equipment purchased from Bits &
Bytes for the breach. The case scenario was developed with the help of a practicing litigator
based in New York to ensure details (e.g., claims, procedure) mimicked what might be found in a
real negligence lawsuit.

7

Sixteen conditions with two high warmth, two low warmth, two high competence, and two low competence
manipulation versions creates 64 distinct case scenarios that vary plaintiff and defendant warmth and competence.
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Jury Instructions. Participants received instructions on their general duty as jurors, the
elements of what qualifies as ‘negligence’, direct and circumstantial evidence, as well as
compensatory damages (887 words; Appendix I). The instructions were compiled and adapted
from active New York State litigators’ jury instructions that had been previously created and
used for pre-trial mock-jury exercises of real civil cases in the SDNY. These instructions
reasonably approximate the instructions civil jurors might receive in a civil case in the SDNY
where a plaintiff is suing a defendant for negligence, as they were designed for mock-jury
research on similar cases in the SDNY and are thus representative of what might be submitted to
a court for consideration in this type of trial.
Dichotomous Verdict. After reading the case vignette, jurors answered a dichotomous
forced choice verdict question as to whether the defendant B & B had acted negligently and was
a factual cause of plaintiff DB’s injuries (Appendix J).
Comparative Negligence. Comparative negligence questions can be included in
negligence cases, including in New York State courts, where the present case is alleged to take
place. Comparative negligence questions are used in civil cases to reduce the amount of damages
a defendant owes a plaintiff if a plaintiff is considered responsible for some of the harm they
suffered. For example, if a plaintiff wins a verdict, but 30% of the harm is attributed to the
plaintiff’s own negligence, whatever damages they are awarded are reduced by 30%. After the
dichotomous verdict question, participants then answered a continuous measure of their verdict
leaning/their view of the parties’ relative negligence in causing the plaintiff’s injuries, by
indicating out of 100%, how much negligence is attributable to the plaintiff DB and how much
negligence is attributable to the defendant B & B (the two numbers summed to 100%). This
measure was included as a more sensitive measure of participants’ behavioral reactions to the
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litigants, and to assess whether participants would assign more negligence to a low (vs. high)
warmth and/or a low (vs. high) competence defendant (Appendix J).
Damages. Participants who indicated the defendant was negligent (on the dichotomous
verdict question) were asked whether they believed the plaintiff was entitled to damages. If they
indicated ‘yes,’ they were then asked to indicate the amount, from $0 up to $20 million (the
amount the plaintiff asked for in their closing argument; Appendix J). If they indicated ‘no,’ their
answer for damages was automatically recorded as $0.
Affect. After the verdict (and damages, if applicable), jurors reported their integral affect
(i.e., emotions in response to a stimulus) for both the plaintiff and defendant (sequentially,
counterbalanced across participants), focusing on their feelings of anger, disgust, pity, and
sympathy. These emotions were chosen as affective reactions of interest given their theoretical
significance to perceivers’ reactions to high (vs. low) warmth and/or high (vs. low) competence
targets (i.e., SCM; Cuddy et al., 2007), as well as the relevant jury decision-making literature
demonstrating their role in predicting jurors’ legal judgements (e.g., Bornstein, 1998; Bright &
Goodman-Delahunty, 2006).
The anger and disgust measures comprised a subset of items from the Juror Negative
Affect Scale’s (JUNAS; Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2006) anger (i.e., angry, mad, hostile,
and irritated) and disgust (i.e., disgust and contempt) subscales. Additionally, pity was measured
with a single item from SCM research (i.e., pity; Cuddy et al., 2007), and two distractor items
were also included (i.e., happy, sad; included to mask the affect items of interest and reduce
demand characteristics; Appendix K). For the anger and disgust subscales, pity item, and
distractor items, participants read the following prompt: “You will now take a measure of your
emotions to see how you are feeling right now when thinking about (Plaintiff DB or Defendant B
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& B) and after going through the case materials. For each emotion below, select the response that
best describes how you are feeling right now, answering the statement: (Plaintiff DB/ Defendant
B & B) makes me feel _________.” on a 5-point scale from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Extremely). This
specific question phrasing was chosen with the intention of focusing participants’ attention on
their affective reactions to the litigants, rather than generally asking them to report their present
feelings and not knowing whether the reported emotions are linked to the case scenario, the
litigants in particular, or something entirely unrelated outside of the experimental context (i.e.,
incidental affect).
To compute the anger subscale scores, the four anger related items (i.e., angry, mad,
hostile, and irritated) were averaged for each of the litigants to create anger toward the plaintiff
and anger toward the defendant scale scores. Both scales (i.e., anger toward the plaintiff and
anger toward the defendant) had good reliability with, α’s > .84. Similarly, the two disgust
related items (i.e., contempt and disgust) were averaged for each of the litigants to create disgust
toward the plaintiff and disgust toward the defendant scale scores. Both scales (i.e., disgust
toward the plaintiff and disgust toward the defendant) had good reliability, with α’s > .72.
Sympathy was also measured with a single item, although on a different scale from the
other items. Following the lead of Bornstein (1998), participants were asked on a scale from -100
to +100 how much sympathy they felt for the plaintiff (and defendant), with negative numbers
indicating less sympathy, positive numbers indicating more sympathy, and 0 indicating
indifference.
In an effort to reduce the number of mediators, the eight affect scores of interest (i.e., the
four anger items, two disgust items, single pity item, and single sympathy item for the plaintiff
and defendant) were submitted to exploratory factor analyses (EFA’s), and reliability analyses, to

40

assess the appropriateness of combining anger with disgust scores, and pity with sympathy
scores (the sympathy scale scores were transformed from Bornstein’s, 1998, original 200 point
scale to a 1 to 5 scale to be consistent with the other affect items). These specific combinations
were chosen on theoretical grounds: 1) SCM research indicates that that pity mediates the
relationship between high warmth targets and perceiver’s active facilitation behavioral response
(e.g., helping; Cuddy et al., 2007); 2) research on juror decision-making demonstrates that
sympathy for the plaintiff mediates the relationship between outcome severity and judgments of
responsibility (e.g., Bornstein, 1998); and 3) SCM research indicates that anger and disgust
mediate the relationship between low warmth and perceivers’ active harm behavioral responses
(e.g., attacking; Cuddy et al.), and are known to predict jurors’ decision-making and case
outcomes (e.g., Bandes & Salerno, 2014; Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2004) .
For the EFA for affect items related to the defendant, with varimax (orthogonal) rotation,
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .90 indicated excellent sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974),
and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(28) = 1337.38, p < .001. This EFA
suggested that a two-factor solution was appropriate, with two eigenvalues > 1. The four items
related to anger, and the two items related to disgust, had factor loadings of .76 or higher on the
first component. The pity item and the sympathy item had factor loadings of .84 or higher on the
second factor. Combining anger and disgust scores onto a single scaled score, and pity and
sympathy onto a single scaled score, reliability analysis revealed that both composite scales had
good reliability, with α’s > .60.
For the EFA for affect items related to the plaintiff, with varimax (orthogonal) rotation,
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .83 indicated excellent sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974),
and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(28) = 991.89, p < .001. This EFA
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suggested that a two-factor solution was appropriate, with two eigenvalues > 1. The four items
related to anger, and the two items related to disgust, had factor loadings of .72 or higher on the
first component. The pity item and the sympathy item had factor loadings of .84 or higher on the
second factor. Combining anger and disgust scores onto a single scaled score, and pity and
sympathy onto a single scaled score, reliability analysis revealed that both composite scales had
good reliability, with α’s > .63.
Causal Attribution Measure. Counterbalanced with the presentation of the affect
measures after the verdict (and damages, if applicable), participants completed an eight-item
causal attribution measure Appendix L). Participants were asked: “On a scale of 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree), please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following
claims made by the plaintiff Databahn and defendant B & B in the case.” Four of the items asked
about causes related to the plaintiff (e.g., Plaintiff DB’s IT department was not prepared to take
over security of the system), and four of the items asked about causes related to the defendant
(e.g., Defendant B & B cares more about making the sale than the security of their clients’ data).
Within each set of four causal attributions, two of them were intended to focus on social domain
related causes (e.g., the plaintiff is trying to scapegoat the defendant), and two of them were
intended to be achievement related causes (e.g., the plaintiff was not prepared to take over
security of their own system). The items were selected based on arguments made by each of the
parties throughout the case scenario.
As with the mediator reduction approach taken with the affect items, the eight causal
attribution items (four for the plaintiff and four for the defendant) were submitted to EFA’s to
reduce the total number of causal attribution mediators. For the EFA for causal attributions
related to the plaintiff, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .80 indicated acceptable sampling
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adequacy (Kaiser, 1974), and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(6) = 570.44, p <
.001. This EFA suggested that a one-factor solution was appropriate for the four causal
attribution items related to the plaintiff with one eigenvalue > 1. The four items had factor
loadings of .70 or higher on the single component. Similarly, for the EFA for causal attributions
related to the defendant, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .76 indicated acceptable sampling
adequacy (Kaiser, 1974), and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(6) = 294.00, p <
.001. This EFA suggested that a one-factor solution was also appropriate for the four items
related to the defendant with a single eigenvalue > 1. The four items had factor loadings of .67 or
higher on the single component. Each set of four items were thus combined into single scale
scores, one representing causal attributions toward the plaintiff, and one representing causal
attributions toward the defendant. Both scales had good reliability, with α’s > .76.
Warmth and Competence Measure/Manipulation Check. After the affect and causal
attribution measures, participants completed the warmth and competence measure/manipulation
check, which was a modified stereotype content measure (from Pilot Study 1 and 2) for each of
the litigants sequentially (with order counterbalanced across participants; see Appendix M).
Because the litigants’ warmth and competence were manipulated in this pilot (i.e., rather than
measured, as in Pilot Study 1 and 2), the warmth and competence measures from Pilot Study 1
and 2 were shortened and administered to serve as a manipulation check based on recent
recommendations for more effective manipulation checks (e.g., see Ejelov & Luke, 2020). The
warmth and competence scales asked participants to rate each company on a scale from 1 (Not at
all) to 5 (Extremely) on 15 randomly ordered warmth and competence items. The shortened
measures included seven items for warmth, including four items specific to the SCM (i.e.,
honest, trustworthy, caring, moral, Fiske et al., 2002; selected for the short scale because they

43

had the best reliability in Pilot Study 1 and 2), as well as the three warmth related items adapted
from The Axios Harris Poll, 2019 (e.g., “The Plaintiff seems like they share my values”). The
shortened measure also had eight items for competence, including six items specific to the SCM
(i.e., stable, effective, competent, logical, productive, and skillful, Fiske et al., 2002; selected for
the short scale because they had the best reliability in Pilot Study 1 and 2), as well as the two
competence related items adapted from The Axios Harris Poll (e.g., “The Defendant seems like
they offer high value products and services”). These scales measuring warmth and competence
for the plaintiff and defendant had excellent reliability (all α’s > .94).
Partway through data-collection for Pilot 3, although still significantly higher, the margin
between participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the high (vs. low) warmth and
competence litigants appeared smaller than expected given the results of Pilot Study 2 (i.e., see
Figure 1A), suggesting the manipulations were not as effective as intended. However, it seemed
plausible that the manipulations were interacting with the case scenario to affect post-stimulus
perceptions of warmth and competence. To assess whether the case scenario was in fact affecting
warmth and competence perceptions, the stereotype content measure/manipulation check was
also added before the stimulus for the second half of data collection.
To test whether the manipulations were having the intended effect on perceptions of
warmth and competence before potentially interacting with the stimulus, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth:
High vs. Low) x2 (Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low)
x 2 (Defendant Competence: High vs. Low) between groups MANOVA was conducted on
participants’ pre-stimulus ratings of the litigants’ warmth and competence. This analysis revealed
a significant main effect of Plaintiff Warmth, F(1, 166) = 114.43, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .43, 95% CI =
[0.30, 0.50], Plaintiff Competence, F(1, 166) = 56.46, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .27, 95% CI = [0.15,
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0.36], Defendant Warmth, F(1, 166) = 64.61, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .30, 95% CI = [0.17, 0.38], and
Defendant Competence, F(1, 166) = 75.32, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .33, 95% CI = [0.20, 0.41], and the
pre-stimulus mean ratings were similar to what was found in Pilot Study 2, indicating that the
high (vs. low) warmth and competence manipulations were indeed effective in producing higher
perceptions of warmth and competence (see Figure 1B).
Demographics. After the post-stimulus stereotype/warmth and competence measure,
participants were asked to provide their age, sex, race, marital status, education, religious
affiliation, occupation, and income. (same as Pilot Study 1 and 2; see Appendix D).
Confusion/Purpose Check. After demographics, participants completed the
Confusion/Purpose check that asked for a) whether there was confusion about the case scenario;
b) whether there was confusion about the jury instructions; and c) what participants thought the
purpose of the study was (see Appendix N). Each of these questions were open-ended. No
participants indicated confusion relating to the case or instructions, and the majority of
participants did not know the purpose of the study and believed the cover story from the case
introduction.
Debrief. Finally, participants were debriefed about the research and the use of deception
(i.e., that it was not actually a real lawsuit; see Appendix E).
Results and Discussion
Pilot Study 3 analyses began with bivariate correlations to assess the relationships
between independent, mediator, and dependent variables. Following the correlation analyses, a
MANOVA assessed the impact of the warmth and competence independent variables on
participants’ affective reactions and causal attributions (i.e., the mediator variables). Finally,
another MANOVA assessed the impact of the warmth and competence independent variables on
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participants’ perceptions of the defendant’s negligence and damage awards. Additionally, crosstab analysis was conducted to see whether the dichotomous verdict preferences were consistent
with participants’ continuous ratings of the defendants’ percentage of negligence.
A bivariate correlation analysis was conducted on the independent, mediator, and
outcome variables to assess where associations exist that will be pursued to build the mediation
model and obtain coefficients for a power analysis. Correlations were assessed between Plaintiff
Warmth (High vs. Low), Plaintiff Competence (High vs. Low), Defendant Warmth (High vs.
Low), and Defendant Competence (High vs. Low), and participant verdicts, defendant is the
cause (i.e., DEF-Cause), plaintiff is the cause (i.e., PL-Cause), pity/sympathy toward the
defendant, pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, anger/disgust toward the defendant, and
anger/disgust toward the plaintiff. This analysis identified one variable, Plaintiff Warmth (High
vs. Low), as the only independent variable correlated with several mediators and the verdict
outcome variable. More specifically, Plaintiff Warmth (High Warmth = 1) correlated positively
with: verdict (plaintiff verdict = 1), r(285) = .13, p = .025, DEF-Cause, r(285) = 15, p = .011,
pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, r(285) = .25, p < .001, and anger/disgust toward the
defendant, r(285) = .16, p = .009. Plaintiff Warmth also had a significant negative correlation
with PL-Cause, r(285) = -.16, p = .008. No other independent variable had a significant
correlation with any of the mediators or verdict. With these results, Plaintiff Warmth will be the
primary focus in the subsequent analyses.
To assess differences in participants’ affective reactions and causal attributions as a
function of the litigants’ warmth and competence, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x2
(Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant
Competence: High vs. Low) between groups MANOVA was conducted on the mediator
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variables (PL-Cause, DEF-Cause, pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, pity/sympathy toward the
defendant, anger/disgust toward the plaintiff, and anger/disgust toward the defendant). This
analysis revealed a significant main effect of Plaintiff Warmth, F(7, 263) = 3.94, p < .001, Ƞp2 =
.10, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.14], with participants in the conditions where the plaintiff was described
as high (vs. low) warmth reporting significantly higher ratings of pity/sympathy toward the
plaintiff, F(1, 269) = 20.02, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .07, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.13] (see Figure 2A),
significantly lower ratings of anger/disgust toward the plaintiff, F(1, 269) = 4.57, p = .033, Ƞp2 =
.02, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.06] (see Figure 2B), significantly higher ratings of anger/disgust toward
the defendant, F(1, 269) = 3.94, p = .006, Ƞp2 = .03, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.05] (see Figure 2B),
significantly lower ratings of PL-Cause, F(1, 269) = 7.43, p = .007, Ƞp2 = .03, 95% CI = [0.00,
0.08] (see Figure 2C), and significantly higher ratings of DEF-Cause, F(1, 269) = 7.26, p = .007,
Ƞp2 = .03, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.07] (see Figure 2C).
To assess differences in participants’ perceptions of the defendants’ relative negligence
as a function of their warmth and competence, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2
(Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant
Competence: High vs. Low) between groups MANOVA was conducted with the percentage of
negligence attributed to the defendant and damage awards as the dependent variables. This
analysis revealed a significant main effect of Plaintiff Warmth on percentage of negligence
attributed to the defendant, such that participants in the conditions where the plaintiff was
described as high (vs. low) warmth rated the defendant’s percentage of negligence significantly
higher, F(1, 269) = 15.33, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .05, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.11] (see Figure 2D).
Conversely, damage awards did not differ by condition (all F’s < 2.39, all p’s < .124; see Figure
2E). Finally, crosstab analysis confirmed that the pattern of proportion of negligence attributed to
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the defendant was consistent with the dichotomous pattern of verdicts, as there was a significant
difference in plaintiff (vs. defense) verdicts based on Plaintiff Warmth, χ2 (1, N = 285) = 5.04, p
= .025, φ = .13 (see Figure 2F).
Thus, Pilot Study 3 indicated that there is a relationship between the Plaintiff’s warmth
and participants’ causal attributions, affective reactions, and verdicts. Furthermore, the Pilot
Study 3 analyses identified the variables to be tested in the mediation model of the Main
Experiment given the pattern of significant effects and magnitude of the effect sizes. The focal
predictor (x) will be Plaintiff Warmth, the first mediator will be pity/sympathy toward the
plaintiff (M1), the second mediator will be anger/disgust toward the defendant (M2), the third
mediator will be PL-Cause (i.e., PL-Cause; M3), and the fourth mediator is the defendant is the
cause (i.e., DEF-Cause; M4), with the dichotomous verdict as the dependent variable (y).
Main Experiment
Building off Pilot Study 1, 2, and 3, the Main Experiment extends the extant research on
the SCM (e.g., Fiske et al., 2002; Aaker et al., 2010) to the context of civil litigation with
corporate litigants, examining the impact of litigants’ high or low warmth and high or low
competence on mock jurors’ verdicts and damage award decisions8. Based on the results of Pilot
Study 3, the Main Experiment tested the proposed mediation process that might explain how
stereotypically low warmth negatively impacts jurors’ decisions in cases with for-profit
corporate litigants. More specifically, in the context of a civil lawsuit between a for-profit
corporate plaintiff claiming damages from the negligence of a for-profit corporate defendant, this
study examined whether high Plaintiff Warmth predicts more plaintiff verdicts and higher
damage awards, and whether this effect is mediated by increases in sympathy/pity toward the

The Main Experiment’s methods and hypotheses were pre-registered on the Open Science Framework, and can be
viewed here: https://osf.io/pjkzm?view_only=
8
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plaintiff, increases in anger/disgust toward the defendant, and an increased tendency to make
negative causal attributions to the defendant (vs. the plaintiff).
Additionally, although without specific hypotheses, the Main Experiment also included
supplementary analyses to further examine the dynamics and role of warmth and competence in
civil jurors’ decision-making process. For example, research suggests that warmth and
competence are positively correlated (e.g., Judd et al., 2005), and it will be interesting to see
whether this is true in the context of civil litigants. Additionally, although the plaintiff’s and
defendant’s warmth and competence are treated as discrete independent variables in the primary
analyses, the cases are designed such that in each scenario the plaintiff and defendant are
described as one of the theoretical combinations of warmth and competence (e.g., admired or
envied). As such, supplementary analyses assessed verdicts and damage award patterns with
specific combinations (e.g., a high warmth, high competence ‘admired’ plaintiff vs. a low
warmth, low competence ‘contemptuous’ defendant). Finally, although the plaintiff’s warmth is
the focus of the proposed mediation model given the results of Pilot Study 3, it is nevertheless
plausible that the defendant’s warmth would be a predictor of verdicts and damage awards
through affective reactions and causal attributions. Thus, the supplementary analyses also
included re-running the mediation models with defendant warmth, rather than plaintiff warmth,
as the focal predictor.
Method
Design and Power Analysis
The Main Experiment employed the same design as Pilot Study 3, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth:
High vs. Low) x 2 (Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low)
x 2 (Defendant Competence: High vs. Low) between-subjects factorial design. Conducting a
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priori power analyses for mediation models is not straight forward (e.g., Schoemann et al.,
2017). For example, using traditional power analysis software such as G*Power (Faul et al.,
2009) will underestimate the sample size needed to test indirect effects for simple (and
especially) complex mediations (e.g., Schoemann et al.). Additionally, information needed for
such a priori analyses, such as the indirect effects’ effect sizes and the sample size (e.g., Ma &
Zeng, 2014), is obtained after the data collection and analysis. However, several scholars have
conducted empirical power analysis simulations with various mediation designs9 (e.g., Ma &
Zeng), enabling minimum sample size estimation for .80 power to detect the proposed mediation
model’s indirect effects in an imperfect, a priori manner (see description of the model below;
Figure 4A). Based on the Pilot Study 3 correlations between variables selected for the mediation
models, the available literature and simulation tools suggest a sample of N > 500 is sufficient for
.80 power to detect small to large indirect effects as long as at least one of the a and b paths for
any one mediator is at least a medium sized effect (i.e., at least one of path’s a and b are not
small; see Appendix O for a full description of how power was estimated for the proposed
mediation model).
Participants
Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 786) were recruited through M-Turk, paid $2.50 for their
time, and randomly assigned to one of 16 conditions that varied by descriptions of the plaintiff
and defendant in a civil lawsuit as high or low warmth and high or low competence. The study
took approximately 40 minutes to complete (Mdn = 39.6 minutes). Of the 785 participants, 249
were excluded from subsequent analyses for: Being non-citizens (n = 12), felons (n = 13),

9

Empirical power analyses involve simulating models and varying the model inputs (e.g., coefficients, effect sizes,
and sample sizes) to determine the power proffered by specific models given certain characteristics (e.g., one
mediator with a small effect for path a and a medium effect for path b; Fritz & Mackinnon, 2007).

50

suspected bots/farmers (n = 9), outliers (n = 13) 10, and failing attention checks (n = 3) or
Manipulation Check 3 (n = 199). The final sample (N = 536) was, on average, middle aged (M =
40.20, SD = 12.59), majority White (74.6%, followed by 9.1% African American, 7.3%
Asian/Pacific Islander, 6.7% Hispanic/Latino, and 2.2% Other Race/ Ethnicity), majority female
(54%), and educated (70% with an associate degree or higher). A MANOVA determined there
were no significant relationships between participant demographic variables and outcome
variables (all F’s < 1.06, ns).
Materials
Test Video. Participants were required to watch a short test video (19 seconds long) to
ensure their audio and video worked properly. The test video contained three slides, and the
second (middle) slide contained a spoken ‘test word’ (not visible on the screen). To participate in
the study, participants had to be able to answer a question after the test video about what the test
word was, ensuring all participants’ video and audio were working on their computers (i.e., if
their video did not work, they would not be able to get to the slide, and if their audio did not
work, they would not be able to hear the test word).
Case Introduction. Participants received the same neutral case statement from Pilot
Study 3 in a narrated video format (51 seconds; all narrated slide deck videos available at:
www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PLBkPjslHTGUx9-bgeKoka_3j3ObPl9h8A).
Party Introduction/Warmth and Competence Manipulations. Participants viewed one
(of 64) randomly assigned ‘party introduction’ videos that contained a description of DB
followed by a description of B & B (approximately 2:25 in length). The party descriptions were

10

Multivariate outliers identified using methodology outlined in Tabachnick and Fidell (2013), and demonstrated by
Willis (2016, August 12), using Mahalanobis Distance and a critical chi-square value of 39.25 (α = .001, with 16
degrees of freedom for each of the affect and causal attribution items).
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the same as those from Pilot Study 3, containing the warmth and competence manipulations. In
the descriptions, Plaintiff DB (and/or Defendant B & B) is described as High or Low Warmth
and High or Low Competence (with the versions of each counterbalanced between participants).
Pre-Stimulus Warmth and Competence Measure/Manipulation Check 1. Participants
completed the pre-stimulus warmth and competence measure from Pilot Study 3 for each of the
litigants sequentially (with order counterbalanced across participants; see Appendix M). The
seven-item warmth measures and the eight-item competence measures for the plaintiff and
defendant all had excellent reliability (both α’s > .96).
Case Stimulus and Jury Instructions. Participants viewed the narrated slide deck case
stimulus video (i.e., link to videos) based on Pilot Study 3’s case stimulus vignette. Additionally,
the jury instructions from Pilot Study 3 were also converted to a narrated slide deck video format
and included at the end of the case stimulus video (total video length was 16:02).
Dichotomous Verdict. Same as Pilot Study 3 (see Appendix J).
Comparative Negligence. Same as Pilot Study 3 (see Appendix J).
Damages. Same as Pilot Study 3 (see Appendix J).
Affect. Jurors reported their integral affect (i.e., emotions in response to a stimulus) for
both the plaintiff and defendant (sequentially, counterbalanced across participants) using the
same scales as Pilot Study 3 (see Appendix K). As in Pilot Study 3, to compute the anger
subscale scores, the four anger related items (i.e., angry, mad, hostile, and irritated) were
averaged for each of the litigants to create anger toward the plaintiff and anger toward the
defendant scale scores. Both scales had good reliability (both α’s > .90). Similarly, the two
disgust related items (i.e., disgust and contempt) were averaged for each of the litigants to create
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disgust toward the plaintiff and disgust toward the defendant scale scores. Both scales had good
reliability, with α’s > .78.
As in Pilot Study 3, the eight affect scores of interest (i.e., anger, disgust, pity, and
sympathy toward the plaintiff and defendant) were submitted to EFA’s and reliability analyses to
assess whether it is again appropriate to combine anger with disgust scores, and pity with
sympathy scores (the sympathy scale scores were again transformed to a 1 to 5 scale to be
consistent with the other affect items).
For the EFA for affect items related to the defendant, with varimax (orthogonal) rotation,
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .91 indicated excellent sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974),
and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(28) = 3065.77, p < .001. This EFA
suggested that a two-factor solution was appropriate, with two eigenvalues > 1. The four items
related to anger, and the two items related to disgust, had factor loadings of .83 or higher on the
first component. The pity item and the sympathy item had factor loadings of .70 or higher on the
second factor. Combining anger and disgust scores onto a single scaled score, and pity and
sympathy onto a single scaled score, reliability analysis revealed that the anger/disgust toward
the defendant scale had excellent reliability (α = .93), and the sympathy/pity toward the
defendant scale had poor reliability, (α = .59).
For the EFA for affect items related to the plaintiff, with varimax (orthogonal) rotation,
the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of .90 indicated excellent sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974),
and the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(28) = 2662.19, p < .001. This EFA
suggested that a two-factor solution was appropriate, with two eigenvalues > 1. The four items
related to anger, and the two items related to disgust, had factor loadings of .82 or higher on the
first component. The pity item and the sympathy item had factor loadings of .77 or higher on the
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second factor. Combining anger and disgust scores onto a single scaled score, and pity and
sympathy onto a single scaled score, reliability analysis revealed that the anger/disgust toward
the plaintiff scale had excellent reliability (α = .92), and the sympathy/pity toward the plaintiff
scale had acceptable reliability, (α = .67).
Causal Attribution Measure. Counterbalanced with the presentation of the affect
measures after the verdict (and damages, if applicable), participants completed the same eightitem causal attribution measure from Pilot Study 3 (see Appendix L). As in Pilot Study 3, the
eight causal attribution items (four for the plaintiff and four for the defendant) were submitted to
EFA’s with varimax (orthogonal) rotation to reduce the total number of causal attribution
mediators. For the EFA for causal attributions related to the plaintiff, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of .81 indicated acceptable sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974), and the Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant, χ2(6) = 1225.61, p < .001. This EFA suggested that a one-factor
solution was appropriate for the four causal attribution items related to the plaintiff with one
eigenvalue > 1. The four items had factor loadings of .69 or higher on the single component.
Similarly, for the EFA for causal attributions related to the defendant, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
measure of .74 indicated acceptable sampling adequacy (Kaiser, 1974), and the Bartlett’s test of
sphericity was significant, χ2(6) = 878.57, p < .001. This EFA suggested that a one-factor
solution was also appropriate for the four items related to the defendant with a single eigenvalue
> 1. The four items had factor loadings of .69 or higher on the single component. Each set of
four items were thus combined into single scales, one representing causal attributions to the
plaintiff (i.e., PL-Cause), and one representing causal attributions to the defendant (i.e., DEFCause). Both scales had good reliability (both α’s > .82).
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Post-Stimulus Stereotype Content Measure/Manipulation Check 2. The post-stimulus
warmth and competence measures (see Appendix M) also had excellent reliability with α’s > .96.
Demographics. After the mediator measures, participants completed the demographics
questionnaire from Pilot 1, 2, and 3 (see Appendix D).
Confusion/Purpose Check. After the demographics, participants completed the
Confusion/Purpose check from Pilot Study 3, with the addition of a question asking if
participants had any issues with the videos (i.e., the three-case introduction, party
introduction/warmth and competence manipulations, and case stimulus/jury instruction videos;
see Appendix N). No participants reported confusion relating to the case or instructions, and no
substantive issues with the videos were identified. Additionally, assessment of the responses to
the purpose check indicated that the majority of participants did not know the purpose of the
study and believed the cover story from the case introduction.
Additional Feedback. Participants were asked to indicate if they had any problems with
the videos in an open-ended format (see Appendix P). No participants indicated any substantive
issues or technical difficulties.
Manipulation Check 3. After the confusion/purpose check, participants were asked four
questions, in a multiple-choice format, to assess whether they could correctly identify the
warmth and competence manipulations from the beginning of the study for each litigant. For
example, participants were asked “At the beginning of the study, Plaintiff Databahn was
described as ______________.”, and required to select from four options representing the two
high warmth manipulations and the two low warmth manipulations (see Appendix Q). The order
of the four questions and the presentation of the answer options were randomly counterbalanced
among participants. Any participant that incorrectly identified the warmth or competence
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manipulation (e.g., a participant in the high warmth or high competence conditions reporting that
the plaintiff or defendant was low warmth or low competence) was excluded from the analyses.
Debrief. Finally, participants were debriefed about the research and the use of deception
(i.e., that it was not actually a real lawsuit; see Appendix E).
Procedure
After signing up on M-Turk and providing informed consent, participants viewed/listened
to the test video to ensure they could hear and see the subsequent videos. Following the test
video, participants then watched the case introduction video, followed by the
warmth/competence manipulation condition video they were randomly assigned to, after which
they completed the warmth/competence manipulation check. Next, in this order, participants
viewed the case stimulus and jury instruction video, and then completed several measures,
including verdict preference, damage awards (if applicable), affective reactions, causal
attributions (affective reactions and causal attributions were counterbalanced within this
otherwise fixed procedural order), and the post-stimulus warmth and competence measure.
Finally, participants completed demographics, confusion, suspicion, and manipulation checks,
and were then debriefed.
Hypotheses
H1: In accordance with the SCM, BIAS map, and SCAB (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske
et al., 2007; Glick et al., 2009) and based on Pilot Study 3, it is hypothesized that there will be
main effects of Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant Warmth on participants’ affective reactions and
causal attributions, such that high Plaintiff (and Defendant) Warmth predict more sympathy/pity,
less anger/disgust, and fewer negative causal attributions toward the plaintiff (and defendant),
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and low Plaintiff (and Defendant) warmth predicts less pity/sympathy, more anger/disgust, and
more negative causal attributions toward the plaintiff (and defendant).
H2: In accordance with the BIAS map (Cuddy et al., 2007) and based on Pilot Study 3
patterns, there will be main effects of Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant Warmth for participants’
verdicts and damage awards, such that the high (vs. low) warmth plaintiff and the high (vs. low)
warmth defendant will receive more favorable verdicts and damage awards, respectively.
H3: Competing hypotheses concerning an interaction between warmth and competence
and case outcome are predicted:
H3.a.: Interaction between the Defendant’s Warmth and Competence, such that at
low warmth and low competence, defendants will receive the fewest favorable verdicts and
highest damage awards compared to the Defendant as low warmth and high competence, as the
SCM suggests that contemptuous targets are the most disliked (compared to targets with higher
warmth, higher competence, or both; Fiske et al., 2002).
H3.b.: Interaction between the Defendant’s Warmth and Competence, such that at
low warmth and high competence, defendants will receive the fewest favorable verdicts and
highest damage awards compared to the Defendant at low warmth and low competence. This
interaction is predicted as the low warmth, high competence defendant might be perceived as
behaving with more agency and as a greater threat (compared to low warmth targets with low
competence, who also have low morals but are perceived as less capable of acting on them,
possibly making them less of a potential threat to perceivers; Fiske et al., 2007).
H4: In terms of whether the litigants’ warmth or the litigants’ competence is the stronger
predictor of behavioral reactions, given its primacy in the SCM (e.g., Fiske et al., 2007), the
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litigants’ warmth will be the stronger predictor of behavioral reactions (i.e., verdicts and damage
awards) compared to competence.
H5: In accordance with the SCM (e.g., Fiske et al.), participants’ affective reactions will
predict their verdicts and damage awards, such that anger/disgust toward the defendant or
pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff predicts more plaintiff verdicts and higher damage awards and
vice versa.
H6: Jurors’ causal attributions will predict their verdicts and damage awards, such that
negative dispositional causal attributions toward the defendant predict more plaintiff verdicts and
higher damage awards and vice versa.
H7: Based on the results of Pilot Study 3, affective reactions (i.e., pity/sympathy toward
the plaintiff and/or anger/disgust toward the defendant) and causal attributions are predicted to
mediate the relationship between the plaintiff’s warmth and participants’ verdicts and damage
awards. More specifically, the high (vs. low) warmth plaintiff will predict increased
sympathy/pity toward the plaintiff and an increased anger/disgust toward the defendant, as well
as increased negative causal attributions toward the defendant, and decreased negative causal
attributions toward the plaintiff, in turn predicting more plaintiff verdicts and higher damage
awards (see Figure 4A for the predicted mediation model).
Results
The primary analyses include a between groups MANOVA to assess the impact of the
litigants’ warmth and competence on the mediator and dependent variables, two logistic
regression analyses to assess the predictive utility of the independent and mediator variables for
jurors’ verdicts, two multiple regression analyses to assess the predictive utility of the
independent and mediator variables for jurors’ damage awards, and the predicted mediation
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model (see Figure 4A). Additionally, supplementary analyses examined, in an exploratory
manner, the correlations of jurors’ warmth and competence ratings, differences between the
theoretical combinations of warmth and competence (e.g., admired vs. pitied vs. envied vs.
contemptuous; Fiske et al., 2002) in jurors’ verdicts, as well as an alternative mediation model,
where defendant warmth predicts verdicts and damage awards through jurors’ affective reactions
and causal attributions. Each will be discussed in turn, but first, preliminary results of the warmth
and competence manipulation checks, descriptive analyses, and basic comparisons of the
primary independent, mediator, and dependent variables11.
Preliminary Results
Pre-Stimulus Warmth and Competence Manipulation Check. To assess whether the
manipulations were effective in producing the desired pattern of perceived warmth and
competence, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x2 (Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low) x 2
(Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Competence: High vs. Low) between groups
MANOVA was conducted on the pre-stimulus ratings of the litigants’ warmth and competence.
This analysis revealed a significant main effect of the Plaintiff Warmth, F(1, 520) = 821.69, p <
.001, Ƞp2 = .61, 95% CI = [0.56, 0.65], Plaintiff Competence, F(1, 520) = 800.03, p < .001, Ƞp2
= .61, 95% CI = [0.56, 0.65], Defendant Warmth, F(1, 520) = 1094.20, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .68, 95%
CI = [0.64, 0.71], and Defendant Competence, F(1, 520) = 700.45, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .58, 95% CI =
[0.52, 0.62], indicating that the manipulations were effective in producing the desired pattern of
warmth and competence perceptions prior to the stimulus (see Figure 3A).

11

There were four (n = 4) missing data points: One missing value from sympathy toward the plaintiff, and three
from sympathy toward the defendant. In each instance, the overall mean was used to replace the missing data (see
Table 3 for relevant means).
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Post-Stimulus Warmth and Competence Manipulation Check. To assess whether the
case stimulus undermined the manipulation’s effectiveness in producing the desired pattern of
perceived warmth and competence, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x2 (Plaintiff
Competence: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant
Competence: High vs. Low) between groups MANOVA was conducted on participants’ poststimulus ratings of the litigants’ warmth and competence. This analysis revealed a significant
main effect of Plaintiff Warmth, F(1, 520) = 331.99, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .39, 95% CI = [0.33, 0.45],
Plaintiff Competence, F(1, 520) = 198.99, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .28, 95% CI = [0.22, 0.34], Defendant
Warmth, F(1, 520) = 309.49, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .37, 95% CI = [0.31, 0.43], and Defendant
Competence, F(1, 520) = 171.75, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .25, 95% CI = [0.19, 0.31], indicating that
although the effects were reduced, the high warmth and competence manipulations were still
effective in producing significantly higher ratings of warmth and competence compared to the
low warmth and competence manipulations (see Figure 3B).
Descriptive Analyses
Overall, participants rated the plaintiff and the defendant as significantly more competent
than warm, t(536) = -12.42, p < .001, d = 0.54, 95% CI = [0.45, 0.63], and t(536) = -10.55, p <
.001, d = 0.48, 95% CI = [0.37, 0.54], respectively, although the warmth and competence ratings
did not differ between the litigants (see Table 2). As for the mediator variables, jurors reported
marginally significantly more pity/sympathy for the plaintiff than the defendant, t(536) = 1.95, p
= .051, d = 0.84, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.17], equivalent anger/disgust toward the plaintiff and the
defendant, t(536) = 0.80, ns, d = 0.04, 95% CI = [-0.05, 0.12], and made significantly more
negative causal attributions to the plaintiff (vs. the defendant), t(536) = 12.18, p < .001, d = 0.53,
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95% CI = [0.44, 0.62] (see Table 3). In terms of verdict judgments, the jurors favored the
defendant in a 2/3 split of the verdicts, and damage awards were relatively low (see Table 4).
Impact of Warmth and Competence on Jurors’ Affect, Attributions, and Case Judgments
To assess the impact of manipulated litigant warmth and competence on participants’
affective reactions, causal attributions, perceptions of the defendants’ relative negligence12 , and
damage awards, a 2 (Plaintiff Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Plaintiff Competence: High vs. Low)
x 2 (Defendant Warmth: High vs. Low) x 2 (Defendant Competence: High vs. Low) between
groups MANOVA was conducted with the mediator variables13, the proportion of negligence
attributed to defendant, and damage awards as the dependent variables. This analysis revealed a
significant multivariate main effect of Plaintiff Warmth, F(8, 510) = 10.27, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .14,
95% CI = [0.08, 0.18], as well as a significant multivariate main effect of Defendant Warmth,
F(8, 510) = 12.93, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .17, 95% CI = [0.10, 0.21], but no significant higher-order
(two, three, or four-way) interaction effects14.
The multivariate main effect of Plaintiff Warmth was driven by the fact that participants
in high (vs. low) Plaintiff Warmth conditions reported significantly more pity/sympathy toward
the plaintiff, F(1, 517) = 50.91, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .09, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.14], less pity/sympathy
toward the defendant, F(1, 517) = 15.51, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .03, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.06] (see Figure

12

Although the primary dependent variable is the dichotomous verdict, a logistic regression analysis indicates that
proportion of negligence attributed to the defendant explains the majority of the variance ineffectively predicts the
dichotomous verdict variable. More specifically, a logistic regression analysis with proportion of negligence
attributed to the defendant as the predictor of the dichotomous verdict revealed a significant model, χ2 (536) =
516.38, p < .001 that predicted a significant proportion 84.20% of the verdicts (Nagelkerke R2). A one-unit increase
in the proportion of negligence attributed to the defendant was associated with 1.12 times increase in the odds of
selecting a plaintiff verdict (OR = 1.12; 95% CI for the estimate [1.10, 1.15]; p < .001).
13
Mediator variables include pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, pity/sympathy toward the defendant, anger/disgust
toward the plaintiff, anger/disgust toward the defendant, PL-Cause, and DEF-Cause
14
There was a significant three-way interaction between Plaintiff Warmth, Defendant Warmth, and Defendant
Competence, driven by differences on two of the outcome variables (pity/sympathy for the plaintiff and
anger/disgust toward the defendant). However, the effects were small (Ƞp2’s = .01), and the main effect of Plaintiff
Warmth and Defendant Warmth main effects accounted for much more of the variance in these variables.
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5A), less anger/disgust toward the plaintiff, F(1, 517) = 46.34, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .08, 95% CI =
[0.04, 0.13] (see Figure 5B), less negative causal attribution to the plaintiff, F(1, 517) = 14.41, p
< .001, Ƞp2 = .03, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.06], and more negative causal attribution toward the
defendant, F(1, 517) = 10.49, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .02, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.05] (see Figure 5C), in
partial support of Hypothesis 1 (the exception being Plaintiff Warmth did not account for
significant differences in anger/disgust toward the defendant). Additionally, participants in the
high (vs. low) Plaintiff Warmth conditions attributed significantly more negligence to the
defendant, F(1, 517) = 12.05, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .02, 95% CI = [0.00, 0.05] (see Figure 5D), and
significantly more monetary damages, F(1, 517) = 8.96, p = .001, Ƞp2 = .02, 95% CI = [0.00,
0.05], (see Figure 5E), in full support of Hypothesis 2.
Conversely, the multivariate main effect of Defendant Warmth was driven by participants
in high (vs. low) Defendant Warmth conditions reporting significantly less pity/sympathy toward
the plaintiff F(1, 517) = 27.14, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .05, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.09], more pity/sympathy
toward the defendant, F(1, 517) = 86.08, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .14, 95% CI = [0.09, 0.20]; more
anger/disgust toward the plaintiff, F(1, 517) = 14.94, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .03, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.06];
less anger/disgust toward the defendant, F(1, 517) = 27.32, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .05, 95% CI = [0.02,
0.09]; more negative causal attribution to the plaintiff, F(1, 517) = 27.93, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .05,
95% CI = [0.02, 0.09]; and less negative causal attribution toward the defendant, F(1, 517) =
48.49, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .09, 95% CI = [0.05, 0.13] (see Figure 5C), in full support of Hypothesis 1.
Additionally, participants in the high (vs. low) Defendant Warmth conditions attributed
significantly less negligence to the defendant, F(1, 517) = 46.02, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .08, 95% CI =
[0.04, 0.13] (see Figure 5D), and fewer monetary damages, F(1, 517) = 31.24, p < .001, Ƞp2 =
.06, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.10], (see Figure 5E), in full support of Hypothesis 2.
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Cross-tab analysis confirmed that the pattern of proportion of negligence attributed to the
defendant was consistent with the dichotomous verdict pattern, as there were significantly more
plaintiff (vs. defense) verdicts for high (vs. low) Plaintiff Warmth conditions, χ2(1, N = 536) =
8.80, p = .003, φ = .13 (see Figure 5F), and significantly more defense (vs. plaintiff) verdicts for
high (vs. low) Defendant Warmth conditions, χ2 (1, N = 536) = 27.18, p < .001, φ = -.23 (see
Figure 5F), in support of Hypothesis 2. As there was no interaction between Defendant Warmth
and Competence on verdicts and damage awards, this analysis provides no support for either of
Hypothesis 3’s competing predictions15.
Warmth and Competence as Predictors of Affect, Causal Attributions, and Case Judgments
To assess whether the litigants’ warmth was the stronger predictors than the litigants’
competence for participants’ verdicts (0 = defense verdicts, 1 = plaintiff verdict) and damage
awards (Hypothesis 4), participants’ verdicts were submitted to a logistic regression, and
participants’ damage awards were submitted to a multiple regression, with Plaintiff Warmth,
Plaintiff Competence, Defendant Warmth, and Defendant Competence as predictors16. For both
analyses, to assess whether adding the litigants’ competence improved the predictive utility of
the model over and above the litigants’ warmth, for both analyses, Plaintiff Warmth and
Defendant Warmth were included as predictors in Step 1 and Plaintiff Competence and
Defendant Competence were included as predictors in Step 2 (see Table 5).

15

Part of the motivation for the supplementary analyses was to assess the pattern of verdicts and damage awards as a
function of discrete matchups of theoretical combinations of warmth and competence. As research shows that
competence often serves as a modifier of the effects of warmth (e.g., Girvan, 2016), there might be interesting
patterns that do not emerge as significant interactions between the discrete warmth and competence variables, but
are nevertheless evident when comparing, for example, whether ‘envied’ defendants are treated more harshly than
‘contemptuous’ defendants.
16
Due to the lack of interaction between these predictors in the MANOVA, no interaction terms were entered in this
analysis, as the aim was focused on whether warmth was a stronger predictor of verdicts and damage awards
compared to competence.
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The logistic regression analysis revealed that in Step 1, the logistic regression model of
Plaintiff and Defendant Warmth was significant, χ2(2, N = 536) = 36.19, p < .001, and predicted
a significant proportion of verdicts (Nagelkerke R2 = 0.89). Compared to participants in the low
Plaintiff Warmth conditions, participants in the high Plaintiff Warmth conditions were 72% more
likely to return a Plaintiff Verdict (see Table 5). Additionally, compared to participants in the
low Defendant Warmth conditions, participants in the high Defendant Warmth conditions were
62% less likely to return a Plaintiff Verdict.
In Step 2, the addition of Plaintiff Competence and Defendant Competence did not
significantly improve the model, χ2(2, N = 536) = 4.00, p = .135, although the overall model of
Plaintiff Warmth, Defendant Warmth, Plaintiff Competence, and Defendant Competence, was
significant, χ2(4, N = 536) = 40.19, p < .001, with acceptable fit, and predicted a significant
proportion of the verdicts (Nagelkerke R2 = 0.98). In terms of the unique predictive effects of the
predictors, compared to participants in the low Plaintiff Warmth conditions, participants in the
high Plaintiff Warmth conditions were 74% more likely (a slight increase from Model 1) to
return a Plaintiff verdict (see Table 5). Similarly, compared to participants in the low Defendant
Warmth conditions, participants in the high Defendant Warmth conditions were 62% less likely
(no change from Model 1) to return a Plaintiff Verdict. Conversely, compared to participants in
the low Plaintiff Competence conditions, participants in the high Plaintiff Competence
conditions were 5% less likely to return a Plaintiff Verdict (not statistically significant; see Table
5). Additionally, compared to participants in the low Defendant Competence conditions,
participants in the high Defendant Competence conditions were 31% less likely to return a
Plaintiff Verdict. Thus, this logistic regression offered support for Hypothesis 4, as the litigants’
warmth (vs. the litigants’ competence) was the stronger predictor of participants’ verdicts, in
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terms of the magnitude of the effect (in regard to the Defendant’s Competence), and being
significant predictors (compared to Plaintiff’s Competence, which was not a significant predictor
of verdicts).
A multiple regression analyses was conducted to assess whether the litigants’ warmth (vs.
the litigants’ competence) was the stronger predictor of participants’ damage awards. As with the
logistic regression, the first model contained the litigants’ warmth as predictors, and the second
model contained the litigants’ warmth and competence as predictors. Similar to the pattern with
the logistic regression of participants’ verdicts, Model 1 (Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant
Warmth) was significant, F(2, 533) = 19.64, p < .001, R2 = .069. Assessing the individual
predictors in Model 1, both were significant, with high (vs. low) Plaintiff Warmth predicted an
increase in damage awards, holding Defendant Warmth constant, and Defendant Warmth
predicted a decrease in damage awards, holding Plaintiff Warmth constant (see Table 6).
Model 2 (Plaintiff Warmth, Defendant Warmth, Plaintiff Competence, and Defendant
Competence) was also significant (although not a significant improvement over Model 1; ∆F(2,
531) = 0.59, p = .553), F(4, 531) = 10.10, p < .001, R2 = .071. Assessing the individual
predictors, both warmth predictors were again significant, with high (vs. low) Plaintiff Warmth
predicted an increase in damage awards, holding the other variables constant. Similarly,
Defendant Warmth predicted a decrease in damage awards, holding the other variables constant
(see Table 6). Conversely, Plaintiff Competence was not a significant predictor of damages,
holding the other variables constant. Similarly, Defendant Competence was also not a significant
predictor of damages, holding the other variables constant. Thus, this multiple regression
analysis also supported Hypothesis 4, in that the litigants’ warmth (vs. the litigants’ competence)
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were the stronger predictors of damage awards, as the litigants’ competence did not emerge as
significant predictors in the models.
Mediators Predicting Verdicts and Damages
A logistic regression was conducted on participants’ verdicts (0 = defense verdict, 1 =
plaintiff verdict) with the mean-centered mediator variables (pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff,
pity/sympathy toward the defendant, anger/disgust toward the plaintiff, anger/disgust toward the
defendant, PL-Cause, and DEF-Cause) as predictors. This logistic regression model was
significant, χ2(6, N = 536) = 491.80, p < .001, and predicted a significant proportion of verdicts
(Nagelkerke R2 = 0.82). In terms of the unique predictive effects of the predictors (see Table 7),
pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, pity/sympathy toward the defendant, and anger/disgust
toward the plaintiff did not predict significant changes in the odds of a plaintiff verdict.
Conversely, a one unit increase in anger/disgust toward the defendant was associated with 1.38
times increase in the odds of returning a Plaintiff Verdict, in partial support of Hypothesis 5.
Similarly, making negative causal attributions toward the plaintiff (i.e., PL-Cause) was
associated with a 65% lower likelihood of returning a Plaintiff Verdict, and making negative
causal attributions toward the defendant (i.e., DEF-Cause) was associated with a 3.8 times
increase in the likelihood of returning a Plaintiff Verdict). Thus, this logistic regression partially
supported Hypotheses 5 and 6, in that participants’ causal attributions, but not all of their
affective reactions, predicted a change in the odds of a Plaintiff Verdict.
To assess whether the mediators predicted participants’ damage awards, a multiple
regression analysis was conducted. Similar to the logistic regression pattern with participants’
verdicts, the model was significant, F(6, 526) = 118.54, p < .001, R2 = .575, and pity/sympathy
toward the plaintiff, and anger/disgust toward the plaintiff, did not predict participants’ damage
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awards (see Table 8). Conversely, pity/sympathy toward the defendant predicted a decrease in
damage awards, holding other variables constant, anger/disgust toward the defendant predicted
an increase in damage awards, holding other variables constant, making negative causal
attributions toward the plaintiff (i.e., PL-Cause) predicted a decrease in damage awards, holding
other variables constant, and making negative causal attributions toward the defendant (i.e.,
DEF-Cause), holding other variables constant. Thus, as with the logistic regression on verdicts,
this multiple regression partially supported Hypotheses 5 and 6, in that participants’ causal
attributions, and affective reactions toward the defendant, predicted damage awards.
Proposed Mediation Model
The proposed mediation model was tested twice, first with Verdict, and then with
Damage Awards, as the dependent variable. Correlation analysis indicates strong correlations
between the mediator and dependent variables in each of the models (see Table 9).
Mediation of Plaintiff Warmth on Verdicts. Using Hayes’s (2017) PROCESS macro
(model 4), I tested the proposed mediation model (see Figure 4A), with (manipulated) Plaintiff
Warmth as the focal predictor (X; 0 = Low Warmth, 1 = High Warmth) and four mediators
(pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff (M1; continuous), anger/disgust toward the defendant (M2;
continuous), PL-Cause (M3; continuous), and DEF-Cause (M4; continuous)), predicting verdicts
(Y; 0 = Not Guilty, 1 = Guilty). As predicted (see Figure 6A), PL-Cause (M3) mediated the
effect of Plaintiff Warmth and verdicts, such that high Plaintiff Warmth predicted decreased
negative causal attributions to the plaintiff, which predicted more plaintiff verdicts, indirect
effect = 0.47, 95% CI = [0.22, 0.86]. Similarly, DEF-Cause (M4) also mediated the effect
between Plaintiff Warmth and verdicts, such that high Plaintiff Warmth predicted increased
negative causal attributions to the defendant, predicting more plaintiff verdicts, indirect effect =
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0.78, 95% CI = [0.32, 1.42], in support of Hypothesis 7. Contrary to Hypothesis 7, pity/sympathy
toward the plaintiff (M1) did not mediate the effect of Plaintiff Warmth on verdicts, indirect
effect = 0.02, 95% CI = [-0.28, 0.32]. Similarly, anger/disgust toward the defendant (M2) also
did not mediate the effect of Plaintiff Warmth on verdicts, indirect effect = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.24].
Overall, the model predicted a significant proportion (82%; Nagelkerke R2) of the
verdicts. This mediation model partially supported Hypothesis 7, in that two of the four predicted
hypothesized indirect effects were found. Additionally, comparing the strength of the mediation
effects, PL-Cause was a significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy toward the
plaintiff, indirect effect contrast = -0.46, 95% CI = [-0.95, -0.09]. Similarly, DEF-Cause was a
significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff indirect effect
contrast = -0.78, 95% CI = [-1.53, -0.21]. PL-Cause was also a significantly stronger indirect
effect than anger/disgust toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = -0.39, 95% CI = [-0.76,
-0.13]. Similarly, DEF-Cause was also a significantly stronger indirect effect than anger/disgust
toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = 0.70, 95% CI = [0.28, 1.31]. PL-Cause and DEFCause were equally strong indirect effects, indirect effect contrast = 0.31, 95% CI = [-0.15,
0.88].
Mediation of Plaintiff Warmth on Damage Awards. Using model 4 (Hayes, 2017), I
re-tested the proposed mediation model (see Figure 4A), with Plaintiff Warmth as the focal
predictor (X), the same four mediators, but predicting damage awards (Y). As predicted (see
Figure 6B), PL-Cause (M3) mediated the effect of Plaintiff Warmth on damage awards, such that
high Plaintiff Warmth predicted decreased negative causal attributions to the plaintiff, which
predicted higher damage awards, indirect effect = 0.57, 95% CI = [0.25, 0.95]. Similarly, DEF-
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Cause (M4) also mediated the effect between Plaintiff Warmth and damage awards, such that
high Plaintiff Warmth predicted increased negative causal attributions to the defendant,
predicting higher damage awards, indirect effect = 0.96, 95% CI = [0.38, 1.58]. Contrary to
Hypothesis 7, pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff (M1) did not mediate the effect of Plaintiff
Warmth on damage awards, indirect effect = 0.24, 95% CI = [-0.07, 0.59]. Similarly,
anger/disgust toward the defendant (M2) also did not mediate the effect of Plaintiff Warmth on
damage awards, indirect effect = 0.09, 95% CI = [-0.02, 0.28].
Overall, the model accounted for a high proportion (R2 = 57%) of the variance in damage
awards. This mediation model also partially supported Hypothesis 7, in that two of the four
predicted hypothesized indirect effects were found. Additionally, comparing the strength of the
indirect effects, PL-Cause was not a significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy
toward the plaintiff, indirect effect contrast = -0.34, 95% CI = [-0.83, 0.13]. Conversely, DEFCause was a significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff,
indirect effect contrast = 0.72, 95% CI = [-1.43, -0.12]. PL-Cause was a significantly stronger
indirect effect than anger/disgust toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = -0.48, 95% CI =
[-0.87, -0.15], and DEF-Cause was also a significantly stronger indirect effect than anger/disgust
toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = -0.87, 95% CI = [-1.47, -0.34]. Again, PL-Cause
and DEF-Cause were equally strong indirect effects, indirect effect contrast = 0.38, 95% CI = [0.14, 0.96].
Supplementary Analyses
In addition to the primary analyses, I conducted supplementary analyses in an exploratory
manner, to further understand the relationship between the litigants’ warmth and competence,
and jurors’ reactions/judgments. First, correlational analysis between participants’ warmth and
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competence ratings, to assess a) whether the participants’ warmth and competence ratings are
correlated within and between litigants (i.e., whether the plaintiff’s warmth is correlated to their
competence, and whether there is a correlation to the defendant’s warmth and competence).
Second, using the SCM’s theoretical combinations of warmth and competence (i.e., ‘admired’ is
high warmth, high competence, ‘pitied’ is high warmth, low competence, ‘envied’ is low
warmth, high competence, and ‘contemptuous’ is low warmth, low competence; Fiske et al.,
2002), cross-tab analyses assessed the verdict patterns as a function of the plaintiff and defendant
in each of these categories, and regression analyses assessed the damage award patterns between
these theoretical combinations of warmth and competence. Finally, the proposed mediation
model was re-run twice, with Defendant Warmth as the focal predictor (X), pity/sympathy
toward the defendant (M1), anger/disgust toward the plaintiff (M2), PL-Cause (M3), and DEFCause (M4), predicting Verdicts (Y), and then Damage Awards (Y), to assess whether similar
indirect effects existed for the Defendant’s Warmth, as they did for Plaintiff’s Warmth, through
the mediating variables.
Correlations Among Litigant Warmth and Competence
The correlation of each litigant’s warmth to their competence, and the correlation
between the litigants’ warmth and competence, is informative as to the types of judgments being
made. More specifically, correlations will indicate whether there are ‘halo’ effects in judgments
of the individual litigants (i.e., positive ratings on one dimension are associated with positive
ratings on the other dimension and vice versa; Judd et al., 2005; Rosenberg et al., 1968), or
whether the two dimensions are negatively related (i.e., outgroups often perceived as high on one
dimension and low on another; Fiske et al., 2002). Additionally, correlations between the
litigants’ warmth and competence can indicate compensation effects (e.g., Judd et al.; Yzerbyt et
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al., 2008), whereby rating one target (e.g., the plaintiff) highly on one dimension (e.g., high
plaintiff warmth) leads to compensatory ratings of another target (e.g., the defendant) on the
other dimension (e.g., higher defendant competence).
Correlation analysis of the pre-stimulus warmth and competence ratings revealed a
moderate, positive correlation between Plaintiff Warmth and Plaintiff Competence, a small,
negative correlation between Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant Warmth, and a small, positive
correlation between Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant Competence (see Table 10). Furthermore,
Defendant Warmth and Defendant Competence were moderately, positively correlated. This
pattern of correlations suggests there is a halo effect in the ratings of each litigant’s warmth and
competence, where ratings on warmth are associated with directionally consistent ratings on
competence. Additionally, the small correlations between participants’ Plaintiff and Defendant
warmth and competence ratings suggest that participants are making, in part, relative judgments.
The small negative correlation between Plaintiff and Defendant Warmth suggests the two are
inversely related. Conversely, the small positive relation between Plaintiff Warmth and
Defendant Competence suggest there might be a small compensation effect occurring, whereby
perceiving a high warmth plaintiff is associated with seeing the defendant as higher in
competence to compensate for perception of their relatively lower warmth (e.g., Judd et al.,
2005; Yzerbyt et al., 2008).
Correlation analysis of the post-stimulus warmth and competence ratings revealed a
large, positive correlation between Plaintiff Warmth and Plaintiff Competence, a moderate to
large, negative correlation between Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant Warmth, and a small to
moderate, negative correlation between Plaintiff Warmth and Defendant Competence (see Table
11). Additionally, there was a large, positive correlation between Defendant Warmth and
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Defendant Competence. The stronger, positive post-stimulus warmth and competence
correlations within each litigant suggests that exposure to behavioral information during the trial
is associated with a more pronounced halo effect. Furthermore, the small to moderate, negative
correlations between ratings of the litigants’ warmth and competence suggest that perceivers are
making relative social comparisons when presented with behavioral information presented
during the trial.
SCM Categories, Verdicts, and Damage Awards
Cross-tab analyses were conducted looking at the plaintiff/defendant verdict split for each
Plaintiff Category (i.e., admired, pitied, envied and contemptuous), within each Defendant
Category (i.e., when the plaintiff is admired, pitied, envied, or contemptuous, and the defendant
is admired, and then assessing the plaintiff categories when the defendant is pitied, etc.). When
the Defendant Category was admired (high warmth, high competence), there were no significant
differences in the verdict split as a function of the Plaintiff Category (i.e., admired, pitied,
envied, or contemptuous), χ2(3, N = 125) = 5.55, p = .136, φ = .21 (see Figure 7A). When the
Defendant Category was pitied (high warmth, low competence), there was a marginally
significant difference in the verdict split as a function of the Plaintiff Category, χ2(3, N = 141) =
7.74, p = .051, φ = .23 (see Figure 7B). When the Defendant Category was envied (low warmth,
high competence), there were no significant differences in the verdict split as a function of the
Plaintiff Category, χ2(3, N = 132) = 5.13, p = .162, φ = .19 (see Figure 7C). Finally, when the
Defendant Category was contemptuous (low warmth, low competence), there were marginally
significant differences in the verdict split as a function of the Plaintiff Category, χ2(3, N = 138) =
6.61, p = .085, φ = .21 (see Figure 7D).
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Despite the lack of significant differences overall, there are some noteworthy patterns in
the verdict split as a function of the Plaintiff’s Category and the Defendant’s Category. First,
whenever the plaintiff and defendant are evenly matched on warmth and competence (e.g., both
are admired), the verdict split mimics the overall verdict split of 2/3’s defendant, 1/3 plaintiff
(see Table 4; Figure’s 7A, 7B, 7C, and 7D). Additionally, although the defendant wins the
majority of verdict splits in the category matchups (i.e., 11/16), the plaintiff wins the majority of
verdicts in by slim margins when the plaintiff is admired or pitied and the defendant is envied
(see Figure 7C), and by larger margins when the plaintiff is admired, pitied, or envied, and the
defendant is contemptuous (see Figure 7D). This pattern of verdict splits suggests that it is not
just the litigant’s own warmth and competence that matters, but the relative warmth and
competence of the plaintiff and defendant.
Mediation Models with Defendant Warmth as Focal Predictor
The hypothesized mediation model was based on the results of Pilot Study 3, which
indicated that the plaintiff’s warmth was a stronger predictor compared to the other litigant
attributes (e.g., plaintiff competence, defendant warmth, and defendant competence). In the main
experiment, however, although the plaintiff’s warmth was still a significant predictor,
defendant’s warmth also emerged as a significant predictor with a potentially stronger effect than
the plaintiff’s warmth. Thus, the hypothesized mediation model was re-run to assess, in an
exploratory manner, whether defendant warmth predicted verdicts and damage awards through
participants’ affective reactions and causal attributions.
Mediation of Defendant Warmth on Verdicts. Using Hayes’s (2017) PROCESS macro
(model 4), I tested the proposed mediation model (see Figure 8A), with Defendant Warmth as
the focal predictor (X) and four mediators (pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff (M1),
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anger/disgust toward the defendant (M2), PL-Cause (M3), and DEF-Cause (M4), predicting
verdicts (Y). The analysis revealed that like Plaintiff Warmth, PL-Cause (M3) mediated the
effect of Defendant Warmth on verdicts, such that high Defendant Warmth predicted increased
negative causal attributions to the plaintiff, which predicted fewer plaintiff verdicts (see Figure
8B), indirect effect = -0.62, 95% CI = [-1.10, -0.34]. Similarly, DEF-Cause (M4) also mediated
the effect between Defendant Warmth and verdicts, such that high Defendant Warmth predicted
decreased negative causal attributions to the defendant, predicting fewer plaintiff verdicts,
indirect effect = -1.63, 95% CI = [-2.61, -1.09].
Pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff (M1) did not mediate the effect of Defendant Warmth
on verdicts, indirect effect = -0.01, 95% CI = [-0.24, 0.21]. Conversely, anger/disgust toward the
defendant (M2) did mediate the effect of Defendant Warmth on verdicts, such that high
defendant warmth predicted less anger/disgust toward the defendant, which predicted fewer
plaintiff verdicts, indirect effect = -0.27, 95% CI = [-0.53, -0.10]. Overall, the model predicted a
high proportion (82%; Nagelkerke R2) of the verdicts. Additionally, comparing the strength of
the mediation effects, PL-Cause was a significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy
toward the plaintiff, indirect effect contrast = .61, 95% CI = [0.29, 1.12]. Similarly, DEF-Cause
was a significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, indirect effect
contrast = 1.62, 95% CI = [1.04, 2.68]. PL-Cause was also a significantly stronger indirect effect
than anger/disgust toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = .35, 95% CI = [0.04, .82].
Similarly, DEF-Cause was also a significantly stronger indirect effect than anger/disgust toward
the defendant, indirect effect contrast = 1.36, 95% CI = [0.83, 2.30]. In contrast to the mediation
model with Plaintiff Warmth as the focal predictor, in this model with Defendant Warmth as the
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focal predictor, PL-Cause was a significantly weaker indirect effect than DEF-Cause, indirect
effect contrast = 1.01, 95% CI = [0.50, 1.79].
Mediation of Defendant Warmth on Damage Awards. Using model 4 (Hayes, 2017), I
re-tested the proposed mediation model (see Figure 8A), with Defendant Warmth as the focal
predictor (X), the same four mediators, but predicting damage awards (Y). PL-Cause (M3)
mediated the effect of Defendant Warmth on damage awards, such that high Defendant Warmth
predicted increased negative causal attributions to the plaintiff, which predicted lower damage
awards (see Figure 8C), indirect effect = -0.74, 95% CI = [-1.12, -0.42]. Similarly, DEF-Cause
(M4) also mediated the effect between Defendant Warmth and damage awards, such that high
Defendant Warmth predicted decreased negative causal attributions to the defendant, predicting
lower damage awards, indirect effect = -1.95, 95% CI = [-2.67, -1.30].
As with verdicts, pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff (M1) did not mediate the effect of
Defendant Warmth on damage awards, indirect effect = -0.16, 95% CI = [-0.41, 0.07]. Similarly,
anger/disgust toward the defendant (M2) also did not mediate the effect of Defendant Warmth on
damage awards, indirect effect = -0.28, 95% CI = [-0.61, 0.00]. Overall, the model accounted for
a high proportion (R2 = 57%) of the variance in damage awards. Additionally, comparing the
strength of the indirect effects, PL-Cause was a significantly stronger indirect effect than
pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff, indirect effect contrast = 0.58, 95% CI = [0.19, 1.03]. DEFCause was also a significantly stronger indirect effect than pity/sympathy toward the plaintiff,
indirect effect contrast = 1.79, 95% CI = [1.08, 2.57]. Similarly, PL-Cause was a significantly
stronger indirect effect than anger/disgust toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = 0.46,
95% CI = [0.01, 0.94], and DEF-Cause was also a significantly stronger indirect effect than
anger/disgust toward the defendant, indirect effect contrast = 1.68, 95% CI = [0.93, 2.50]. Again,

75

DEF-Cause was a significantly stronger indirect effect than PL-Cause, indirect effect contrast =
1.21, 95% CI = [0.53, 1.96].
Discussion
The relevant juror decision-making literature suggests that mock jurors make biased
judgments against for-profit corporate litigants (vs. non-profits or individuals; e.g., see
Robbennolt & Hans, 2016 for a review). Yet, it remained unclear as to why mock jurors
demonstrate this bias, despite corporate litigants’ involvement in approximately 40% of all civil
litigation (Langton & Cohen, 2008). The leading explanation is jurors’ attitudes toward for-profit
corporations’ commercial activities and greater organizational resources, which presumably
afford these litigants better foresight and an enhanced capacity to avoid and prevent doing harm,
compared to litigants with fewer organizational resources (e.g., individuals; Hans, 1998;
MacCoun, 1996). The present dissertation advances an alternative, previously untested
explanation for jurors’ bias against for-profit corporations: negative stereotypes and perceptions
of for-profit corporate litigants’ warmth.
The present dissertation research examined whether for-profit corporate litigants might be
treated more harshly than other litigants as a function of jurors’ perceptions of their warmth (e.g.,
their morality or trustworthiness), which is stereotypically negative (Aaker et al., 2010), and a
perception-attribution-behavior mediation process. This program of research suggests, by and
large, that this is indeed a plausible explanation, and that lawyers, consultants, and litigants need
to be made aware of the dynamics and implications of perceived warmth (and to a lesser extent,
perceived competence). More specifically, this research demonstrated that for-profit corporate
litigants presenting as low (vs. high) warmth receives more negative causal attributions, which in
turn predicts less favorable verdicts and damage awards. That is, low (vs. high) warmth
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corporate defendants received fewer defense verdicts and higher damage awards, and low (vs.
high) warmth corporate plaintiffs received fewer plaintiff verdicts and lower (or no) damage
awards. Moreover, this research demonstrates that perceptions of warmth and competence can be
adjusted intentionally and with predictable effects on jurors’ reactions and case judgments by
emphasizing pro-social company attributes at the outset of the trial. Although not all hypotheses
were supported (i.e., Hypothesis 3), and some only partially (e.g., Hypothesis 7), this dissertation
research extends several areas of social psychological, social cognitive, and jury decision-making
research, including: the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002), SCAB (Glick et al., 2009), BIAS map (Cuddy
et al., 2007), and civil juror decision-making in cases that involve for-profit corporate litigants
(e.g., Hans, 1998).
In what follows, first, I will consider the current results as they relate to the SCM
literature of warmth and competence stereotypes, including: the impact of profit status on
warmth and competence perceptions of corporate litigants, the role of individuating information
in forming warmth and competence impressions of corporate litigants, and the relationship
between jurors’ warmth and competence perceptions of corporate litigants. Second, I will
contextualize the current research and results in a stepwise fashion corresponding to the broader
SCM theory, linking warmth and competence to a) jurors’ affective reactions, b) jurors’ causal
attributions, and c) jurors’ behavioral reactions. Fourth, I will detail the relationship between the
mediating variables and the outcomes variables, discussing the relationship between a) jurors’
affective reactions and their behavioral reactions, b) jurors’ causal attributions and their
behavioral reactions, and c) the indirect effects (or lack thereof) of the litigants’ warmth on
jurors’ verdicts and damages through their affective reactions and causal attributions. Fifth, I will
review the implications for the broader jury decision-making literature, particularly civil juror
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decision-making in cases with corporate litigants. Finally, I will discuss limitations of the present
research, and future directions.
The SCM and Perceptions of Corporate Litigants
Profit Status Stereotypes and Warmth and Competence Perceptions of Corporate Litigants
The results of this research are partly consistent with the SCM and research employing
the SCM in applied fields (e.g., marketing; Aaker et al., 2010). A basic tenet of the SCM (Fiske
et al., 2002) is that social perceivers rate social targets (i.e., individuals and groups) on the
dimensions of warmth (e.g., morality, trustworthiness) and competence (e.g., effectiveness,
capacity), and marketing research indicates that this extends to perceptions of for- and non-profit
corporations (i.e., Aaker et al.). Consistent with that work, in Pilot Study 1, there were significant
differences in participants’ perceptions of the litigants’ warmth (and to a lesser extent, their
competence) as a function of profit-status. Furthermore, the most reliable difference across each
of the iterations was that the non-profit litigant in both vignette versions (the plaintiff in vignette
1 and the defendant in vignette 2) was seen as warmer than the for-profit litigant (the defendant
in vignette 1 and plaintiff in vignette 2). These differences can only be attributed to the profitstatus label, as the litigants were fictitious (meaning participants had no possible prior knowledge
of them), and all other features of the case scenarios were identical between vignette versions
(within each iteration). Thus, the profit-status label sufficiently activated participants’ preexisting stereotypes related to each of the litigants, which varied on warmth (and to a lesser
extent, competence).
In contrast with previous research (i.e., Aaker et al.), though, not all of the non-profit
litigants across the Pilot Study 1 iterations were rated as being relatively higher in warmth and
lower in competence than their for-profit counterpart (hence the high number of iterations).
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Instead, whereas the non-profit plaintiff was typically seen as relatively warmer, but less
competent, than the for-profit defendant (vignette 1 of each Pilot Study 1 iteration), the nonprofit defendant was often seen as warmer, but also more competent than the for-profit plaintiff
(vignette 2). This pattern of results suggests that although jurors’ stereotypes of for- and nonprofit corporation trigger expectation as to the targets’ warmth and competence, jurors are
nevertheless sensitive to the individuating information (e.g., behavioral allegations or stipulated
case facts) that is relevant to those perceptions and present in the details of the case.
Warmth and Competence Perceptions via Stereotypes and Individuating Information
Indeed, Casper and colleagues (2011) found that stereotype category information (e.g.,
being young or old) interacts with other information (i.e., individuating information) available to
perceivers, such as the context the targets are in (e.g., gardening), or the types of behaviors they
engage in (e.g., moving slowly), which affects stereotypic trait activation. In this dissertation
research, individuating information came in the form of information contained in the case
scenario (Pilot Study 1, Pilot Study 3, and the Main Experiment), or in the direct warmth and
competence manipulations (Pilot Study 2, Pilot Study 3, and the Main Experiment).
Additionally, the individuating information proved to be a much stronger determinant of jurors’
warmth and competence perceptions compared to profit-status warmth and competence
stereotypes. The limits of the profit status stereotypes on warmth and competence perceptions
were first suspected in Pilot Study 1, but fully evident in the results of Pilot Study 2, where
profit-status failed to produce differences in warmth and competence perceptions in the presence
of the explicit warmth and competence manipulations. Ultimately, this led to the exclusion of the
profit-status variable in subsequent studies. Thus, although it is important to understand how
stereotypic pre-conceptions of warmth and competence will affect jurors by priming stereotypic
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expectations on these dimensions, it is even more important to understand how individuating
information, such as the behavioral allegations in a case, a litigant’s specific reputation heading
into the trial, any pre-trial publicity, or the type of introduction made on their behalf, will impact
jurors’ warmth and competence perceptions.
Relationship between Jurors’ Warmth and Competence Perceptions of Corporate Litigants
Although the SCM suggests that outgroups are primarily perceived ambivalently (e.g.,
Fiske et al., 2002), often being perceived as high on one dimension (e.g., warmth) while
simultaneously low on the other dimension (e.g., competence), the interpersonal perception
literature suggests that there is often a ‘halo’ effect (e.g., Judd et al., 2005; Rosenberg et al.,
1968). The results of the present research, specifically the supplementary analyses, indicate that
in the context of a civil trial, perceptions of corporate litigants’ warmth and competence have
strong, positive associations, supporting the research demonstrating halo effects in interpersonal
trait perception (e.g., Rosenberg et al.). Additionally, the correlations of the plaintiff’s warmth
and competence to the defendant’s warmth and competence demonstrated a small compensation
effect, as has been reported in research on the relationship between warmth and competence
(e.g., Judd et al., 2005; Yzerbyt et al., 2008). That is, the pre-stimulus correlations between the
plaintiff’s and the defendant’s perceived warmth and competence revealed a small, positive
relationship between perceptions of the plaintiff’s warmth and the defendant’s competence but a
small, negative relationship between perceptions of the litigants’ warmth (see Table 10). These
correlations suggest that although perceptions of two targets on the same dimension have an
inverse relationship, perceivers demonstrate compensation effects on opposite dimensions, such
that, for example, perceptions of relatively higher plaintiff warmth (compared to perceived lower
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defendant warmth) are associated with a small, positive shift in perceptions of the defendant’s
competence.
The relationship between perceptions of the litigant’s own warmth and competence, as
well as the relationship between perceptions of both litigants’ warmth and competence, changed
after participants went through the case scenario. The moderate, positive, pre-stimulus
correlations between each litigant’s warmth and competence increased in strength, as poststimulus correlations revealed strong, positive correlations between the plaintiff’s warmth and
competence, as well as the defendant’s warmth and competence. Interestingly, the correlations
between plaintiff and defendant warmth and competence perceptions, also strengthened. Poststimulus, perceptions of the plaintiff’s warmth had a moderate, negative correlation with
perceptions of the defendant’s warmth, and a small-to-moderate, negative correlation with
perceptions of the defendant’s competence. Similarly, post-stimulus perceptions of the plaintiff’s
competence had small, negative correlations with perceptions of the defendant’s warmth and
competence (see Table 11). Thus, perceptions of the litigants’ warmth and competence are
relative, in that jurors are making relative social comparisons between the plaintiff and the
defendant, but they are also dynamic. That is, the relationship between perceptions of the
litigants’ warmth and competence strengthen, and in some instances (i.e., plaintiff warmth and
defendant competence) change direction, after being exposed to additional individuating
information during the trial. Thus, trial attorneys need to be aware of jurors’ perceptions at the
outset of a trial regarding the warmth and competence of both litigants but also how information
presented during the trial might impact those perceptions.
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Relationship of Warmth and Competence to Emotions, Causal Attributions, and Behaviors
As will be discussed in greater detail next, the results showed that, consistent with SCM
theory and research (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al., 2002; Girvan, 2016), the litigants’
warmth is the more consequential variable compared to litigants’ competence in terms of
predicting affective reactions, causal attributions, verdicts, and damages. That is, the litigants’
competence, although directionally consistent with the effects of the litigants’ warmth, by and
large failed to independently predict emotional reactions, causal attributions, or verdicts and
damages.
Jurors’ Warmth and Competence Perceptions and Emotional Reactions
Overall, participants reported relatively minimal emotional reaction to the litigants in the
case, as demonstrated by reported affect levels being below the mid-point of the scales (see
Table 3). Nevertheless, in support of the SCM (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2007), and as partially
predicted (Hypothesis 1), the plaintiff’s warmth and the defendant’s warmth predicted different
emotional reactions in jurors. The SCM posits that being high or low on warmth and competence
predicts variable reactions in perceivers: Being high on both warmth and competence predicts
emotions related to admiration, being high on warmth and low on competence predicts emotions
related to pity, being low on warmth but high on competence predicts emotions related to envy
and being low on both predicts emotions related to contempt (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et
al., 2002). The present dissertation research focused on a subset of emotions, namely pity,
sympathy, anger, and disgust, given their overlapping relevance in the SCM and juror decisionmaking literature (e.g., Bornstein, 1998; Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2004), as well as their
likely relevance in the context of civil litigation (i.e., pity and/or sympathy seemed more likely
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than admiration for a high warmth plaintiff’s injuries, and anger and/or disgust seemed more
likely than envy for a defendant’s alleged tortious conduct).
The results of this research demonstrated that, consistent with SCM research (e.g., Cuddy
et al., 2007; Fiske et al., 2002), high warmth predicted more positive affective reactions, and less
negative affective reactions, toward the high warmth litigant. That is, jurors reported more pity
and sympathy toward the high (vs. low) warmth litigant (i.e., high plaintiff warmth predicted
more pity and sympathy toward the plaintiff and high defendant warmth predicted more pity and
sympathy toward the defendant), and also less anger and disgust toward the high warmth
litigants (i.e., high plaintiff warmth predicted less anger and disgust toward the defendant, and
high defendant warmth predicted less anger and disgust toward the defendant). Interestingly, in
an extension of the SCM, the present research also demonstrated how a target’s perceived
warmth affects perceivers’ affective reactions to other relevant targets. More specifically, the
present research demonstrated that a litigant’s warmth also predicted the affective reaction
toward the opposing litigant. That is, high litigant warmth predicted less pity and sympathy
toward the other litigant (i.e., high plaintiff warmth predicted less pity and sympathy toward the
defendant, and high defendant warmth predicted less pity and sympathy toward the plaintiff).
Similarly, high defendant warmth predicted more anger and disgust toward the plaintiff (but high
plaintiff warmth did not predict more anger and disgust toward the defendant, contrary to
predictions; Hypothesis 1). Thus, the present results indicate that each litigant’s warmth is an
important predictor of jurors’ likely affective reactions to litigants during the trial, with higher
warmth litigants receiving more positive, and less negative, affective reactions compared to
lower warmth litigants. Additionally, these results extend the SCM literature, which typically
focuses on emotional reactions to single stereotyped targets (e.g., Fiske et al.), by demonstrating
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that in the perceptual context of two social targets, one target’s warmth is consequential to
perceivers’ emotional reactions to both targets.
Jurors’ Warmth and Competence Perceptions and Causal Attributions
In support of the SCM derived SCAB (e.g., Glick et al., 2009), and as predicted
(Hypothesis 1), each litigant’s warmth predicted jurors’ causal attributions. High plaintiff
warmth predicted less negative causal attributions toward the plaintiff, and more negative causal
attributions toward the defendant. Similarly, high defendant warmth predicted less negative
causal attributions toward the defendant, and more negative causal attributions toward the
plaintiff. These results are difficult to account for with classic models of attribution bias,
particularly the Ultimate Attribution Error (UAE; Pettigrew, 1979), which would predict
uniformly negative dispositional causal attributions for out-group member’s negative behaviors,
and positive dispositional causal attributions for in-group member’s positive behaviors. In this
research, jurors’ positive and negative causal attributions of the two for-profit corporate litigants
varied with manipulation of their warmth, rather than any changes in their behaviors (i.e., their
conduct as described in the case materials was unchanging from one condition to the next).
Although speculative, it is possible that the warmth manipulations impacted whether
jurors considered each of the litigants to be more ‘in-group’, such that high (vs. low) warmth
litigants were perceived as more of an ‘in-group’ member. This explanation cannot be ruled out
entirely, as the extent to which jurors considered the litigants to be a part of the in-group or outgroup was not measured in the present research, and the jurors’ negative causal attributions
decreased for high (vs. low) warmth litigants. However, in-group/out-group distinctions of nonhuman entities, such as business corporations, seems unlikely, as for-profit corporations are not
easily afforded important human-like qualities by perceivers, such as the capacity for experience
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(e.g., Rai & Diermeier, 2014; Au & Ng, 2020). Additionally, warmth and competence ratings
suggest that jurors were not perceiving the corporate litigants as in-group members. That is,
considering the overall warmth and competence ratings (i.e., collapsed across conditions, see
Table 2), as well as the ratings in high (vs. low) warmth and competence conditions (see Figures
3A and 3B), the warmth and competence perceptions of the for-profit corporate litigants were
consistent with what has been reported in previous studies of for-profit corporations (i.e., lower
warmth, and higher competence; Aaker et al., 2010; Au & Ng, 2020), which are inconsistent
with what would be expected in perceivers reports of an in-group member’s warmth and
competence. If perceivers were considering the high (vs. low) warmth litigants as more
belonging to the ‘in-group,’ we would expect warmth and competence ratings to be uniformly
high in the high warmth conditions, as would be the case for a human in-group member (Cuddy
et al., 2008). Thus, the effect of litigant warmth on jurors’ causal attributions supports the SCAB
(Glick et al.), which accounts for the more nuanced causal attribution consequences of a target’s
variable warmth, whereas the UAE is less able to account for causal attributions of non-human
entities such as for-profit corporations, whose in-group/out-group status is not easily defined.
Future research should directly compare predictions from the SCAB (Glick et al.) and UAE
(Pettigrew) by measuring and/or varying in-group status of the litigants to facilitate more
definitive conclusions as to whether warmth and competence, or in-group status, predict positive
and negative causal attributions.
One component of SCAB that was not readily apparent in the relation between the
litigants’ warmth and competence and jurors’ causal attributions was the domain specific match
of warmth and competence to causal attributions of social and achievement related behaviors,
respectively. According to SCAB (Cuddy et al., 2008; Glick et al., 2009), warmth predicts causal
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attributions related to social behaviors, and competence predicts causal attributions to
achievement related behaviors. In the present research, an attempt was made to provide jurors
with social and achievement related causal attributions (two of each for the plaintiff and the
defendant) to assess whether, for example, jurors in conditions where the plaintiff was both high
warmth and high competence would render different causal attributions than jurors in conditions
where the plaintiff was high warmth, but low competence. It was clear in the EFA and reliability
analyses, however, that the four plaintiff-relevant causal attributions, and the four defendantrelevant causal attributions, varied around a single factor structure, and were highly correlated
(hence why they were subsequently combined into single causal attribution scale scores for the
plaintiff and defendant). With that said, it is possible that the causal attributions I included in the
study were not adequately distinct as purely social or achievement related, as the two domains
can often overlap (e.g., cheating on a test is relevant to social behaviors and achievement
behaviors; e.g., Glick et al., 2009), and without pilot/pre-testing of these causal attributions, it is
impossible to say whether they were perceived as socially relevant, achievement relevant, or
some mix of both. Future research should more carefully assess the relationship between warmth
and competence perceptions and causal attributions of social behavior, achievement behavior,
and mixed behavior.
Jurors’ Warmth and Competence Perceptions and Behavioral Reactions
Arguably the most important question of the present research is how jurors’ behavioral
reactions, in the form of verdicts and damage awards, would be affected by varying the litigants’
warmth and competence. In support of the SCM (Fiske et al., 2002), BIAS map (Cuddy et al.,
2007), and as predicted (Hypothesis 2), the litigants’ warmth predicted jurors’ verdicts and
damage awards. High (vs. low) plaintiff warmth predicted significantly higher odds of returning
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a plaintiff’s verdict and significantly higher damage awards, and high (vs. low) defendant
warmth predicted significantly higher odds of returning a defense verdicts and significantly
lower damage awards. Interestingly, defendant competence also predicted significantly higher
odds of returning a defense verdict, although as mentioned previously, the magnitude of the
change in odds was half of what was predicted by defendant warmth. Additionally, there was no
interaction between the litigants’ warmth and competence (providing no support for the
competing Hypothesis 3 predictions).
The SCM and BIAS map (Cuddy et al.) suggest that high (vs. low) warmth predicts
behavioral reactions characterized by active facilitation, such as helping (vs. attacking or
harming). The present results suggest that a litigants’ high warmth leads jurors to ‘help’ in the
form of favorable verdicts and damage awards. Interestingly, the pattern of behavioral reactions
as a function of the litigants’ warmth was consistent in the dichotomous verdict measure, but also
in the proportion of negligence attributed to each of the litigants (see Figures 5D and 5F).
Additionally, although defendant’s competence predicted better odds of a favorable dichotomous
verdict, it did not significantly predict differences in the proportion of negligence attributed to
the defendant. This agreement between the effect of litigant warmth on perceptions of relative
negligence and verdict choices suggests that the litigants’ warmth is changing jurors’ perceptions
of how blameworthy each litigant’s conduct is, even though the behaviors and evidence patterns
are static. That is, higher warmth predicted more favorable impressions of how negligent each of
the litigants appeared in the case scenario, suggesting that the litigants’ warmth affected how
jurors interpreted the evidence, not simply motivating them to help or hurt a litigant as a function
of their warmth.
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Although there was no statistically significant interaction between the litigants’ warmth
and competence in predicting verdicts or damage awards, the supplementary analyses suggested
that perceived competence can and does have an impact on jurors’ verdict judgments in terms of
practical consideration of verdict outcomes. More specifically, of the 16 conditions comprising
the design, which can be thought of as discrete case scenarios between a plaintiff and a defendant
with high or low warmth and high or low competence, the plaintiff won the majority of verdicts
in only five conditions (see Figures 7A, 7B, 7C, 7D). Of the five conditions where the plaintiff
won the majority of verdicts, two of them occurred when the defendant presented as ‘envied’
(low warmth, high competence) and the plaintiff was ‘admired’ (high warmth, high competence)
or ‘pitied’ (high warmth, low competence), and the other three occurred when the defendant
presented as ‘contemptuous’ (low warmth, low competence), and the plaintiff was admired,
pitied, or envied. If a litigant’s competence was wholly irrelevant, we would not expect the
plaintiff to win the majority of verdicts when competence is the only difference (i.e., when both
the plaintiff and defendant are low warmth, but the plaintiff is high, and the defendant is low, on
competence). Moreover, the margin of plaintiff to defense verdicts across these five conditions is
noticeably larger in the conditions where the defendant is low on both warmth and competence,
relative to when the defendant is low on warmth and high on competence (in partial support of
Hypothesis 3a).
Role of Emotional Reactions and Causal Attributions in Verdicts and Damages
Research on the SCM (Cuddy et al., 2007; Fiske et al., 2002) posits that perceivers’
affective reactions are related to their behavioral reactions, and even stronger predictors of those
behavioral reactions than warmth and competence alone. The present research tested this premise
of the SCM, and also extended research on the SCAB (Glick et al., 2009), by assessing the link
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between jurors’ causal attributions and their behavioral reactions. Overall, jurors’ affective
reactions were less predictive of their behavioral reactions (i.e., verdict choices and damage
awards) relative to jurors’ causal attributions (see Tables 7 and 8), in partial support of
predictions (i.e., partial support for Hypothesis 5, full support for Hypothesis 6). Furthermore,
the relationships between jurors’ affective reactions and causal attributions to their behavioral
reactions demonstrated a mediating role between the litigants’ warmth and competence and
jurors’ behavioral reactions. Each will be discussed in turn.
Jurors’ Affective Reactions as Predictors of Behavioral Reactions
In terms of jurors’ affective reactions predicting behavioral reactions, only anger and
disgust toward the defendant emerged as a significant predictor of either verdicts or damage
awards, as it predicted significantly more plaintiff verdicts. Pity and sympathy toward the
plaintiff or defendant, and anger and disgust toward the plaintiff, did not predict verdicts or
damage awards (although anger and disgust toward the plaintiff was a marginally significant
predictor of fewer plaintiff verdicts). Thus, counter to research on the SCM, the present research
did not find strong support for the link between affective reactions and behavioral reactions (e.g.,
Cuddy et al., 2007). However, this lack of predictive utility in jurors’ affective reactions to their
verdicts and damage awards is most likely attributable to the relatively minimal affective
reactions reported by participants (as noted above; see Table 3; see also Figures 5A and 5B).
That is, jurors’ absolute levels of reported affective reaction were low on the 5-point scales in all
conditions. Jurors’ ratings of both pity and sympathy, and anger and disgust, toward the plaintiff
or defendant, were below the midpoint of the scales (i.e., all Ms < 2.75). Thus, it is difficult to
conclude that the jurors’ affective reactions mostly failed to predict their verdicts and damage
awards, as it is possible that the case scenario is simply not emotionally evocative enough to
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facilitate an effective test of this prediction. Additionally, the fact that anger and disgust toward
the defendant was a significant predictor, even at low levels of anger and disgust, suggests that
this SCM-derived hypothesis is worthy of further testing.
Jurors’ Causal Attributions as Predictors of Behavioral Reactions
In terms of jurors’ causal attributions predicting their behavioral reactions, the present
research indicates a strong relationship between causal attributions and verdict and damage
awards. In contrast to jurors’ affective reactions, jurors’ negative causal attributions toward the
plaintiff or the defendant had large effects on the odds of plaintiff or defendant verdicts, with
more negative causal attributions to the plaintiff predicting significantly greater odds of a
defense verdict and lower damage awards, and more negative causal attributions toward the
defendant predicting significantly greater odds of a plaintiff verdict and higher damage awards.
These results extend the SCAB (Glick et al., 2009), which does not posit a specific relationship
between perceiver’s causal attributions and their behavioral reactions. With the link between
jurors’ causal attributions and verdicts and damage awards established, it would be interesting to
further assess whether the nuanced causal attributions posited by the SCAB would have
differential predictive effects on verdicts and damages. That is, whether inferring positive or
negative causal attributions related to a litigant’s social or achievement related behaviors varied
their relative predictive strength of more (or less) favorable verdicts and damage awards.
Affect and Causal Attributions as Mediators of Litigant Warmth on Behavioral Reactions
The primary focus of this research was to examine how a corporate litigant’s warmth and
competence affect jurors’ behavioral reaction, specifically their verdicts and damage awards, and
whether intermediary processes, such as emotional reactions and causal attributions, explain any
relation between a litigant’s warmth and competence and jurors’ verdicts and damages. In partial

90

support of the SCM, SCAB, and BIAS map (Cuddy et al., 2007; Glick et al., 2009; Fiske et al.,
2002), and in partial support of the predictions (Hypothesis 7), this research found significant
indirect effects of the plaintiff’s warmth on jurors’ verdicts and damage awards through their
causal attributions, but little evidence of indirect effects through their affective reactions.
However, although only tested in an exploratory manner, the supplementary mediation model
with the defendant’s warmth as the focal predictor provided additional support for the SCM,
SCAB, and BIAS map (Cuddy et al.; Glick et al.; Fiske et al.), and demonstrated that the jurors’
anger and disgust toward the defendant mediated the relationship between the defendant’s
warmth, and jurors’ verdicts, and jurors’ causal attributions mediated the relationship between
the defendant’s warmth and jurors’ verdicts and damage awards. Thus, the present research
provided at least some evidence that was consistent with prior jury decision-making research
demonstrating the mediating role of case relevant stimuli, jurors’ affective reactions, and their
verdicts (e.g., Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2006; Bandes & Salerno, 2000).
It is interesting that affect related to the defendant emerged as a significant mediator of
the defendant’s warmth on verdict and damage awards, but there were no indirect effects through
affect related to the plaintiff emerged for the plaintiff’s warmth. Perhaps jurors focus on one of
the litigants more than the other, and the warmth of the litigant being focused on is what drives
their affective reactions, causal attributions, and verdicts and damage awards. This would explain
why in Pilot Study 3, the plaintiff’s warmth was the only predictor of jurors’ reactions and
behaviors, but in the Main Experiment, the defendant’s warmth was the stronger predictor of
their reactions and behaviors. Additionally, this could account for why only the defendant’s
competence, but not the plaintiff’s competence, predicted, verdicts. However, it is unclear why
participants would focus on the plaintiff in Pilot Study 3, but the defendant in the Main
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Experiment, given that the only difference between the two was the medium of stimulus
presentation (i.e., vignette vs. narrated slide deck).
Although the BIAS map (Cuddy et al., 2007) suggests that perceivers’ affective reactions
are stronger predictors of behavioral reactions than warmth or competence alone and mediate the
relationship between target warmth/competence and perceivers’ behavioral reactions, these
predictions were not fully supported in the current data. However, as mentioned above, the
relatively low levels of reported affective reactions might adequately account for the lack of
indirect effects through jurors’ affective reactions. Additionally, the fact that an indirect effect
through anger and disgust toward the defendant was found in the supplementary mediation
analysis suggests that significant indirect effects might be found in a case scenario that elicited
stronger affective reactions in jurors (e.g., a personal injury case where serious physical harm
was suffered by the plaintiff; Bornstein, 1998).
These mediation models represent a significant advancement of research relating to the
SCM, demonstrating how a target’s warmth (the plaintiff or defendant) affects behavioral
reactions (verdicts or damage awards), and the processes that explain these effects (primarily
causal attributions, but in the case of the defendant’s warmth, also anger and disgust toward the
defendant), in an applied context (civil trials). These results also advance the SCAB, which, as
mentioned above, does not posit a relationship between causal attributions and behavioral
reactions. The present data indicate that jurors’ causal attributions predict verdicts and damage
awards, but also that causal attributions mediate the effect of the litigants’ warmth on jurors’
verdicts and damage awards. Additionally, the specified mediation models (see Figures 4A, 6A,
6B, as well as 8A, 8B, and 8C) significantly predicted jurors’ verdicts (82%) and damage awards
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(58%) overall, highlighting the importance of these variables and processes when considering
influences on jurors’ decision-making.
Implications for Jury Decision-making Research on Civil Trials with Corporate Litigants
The present dissertation research extends the relevant jury decision-making literature by
identifying variables (litigant warmth and to a lesser extent their competence) that influence
jurors’ case judgments in civil trials with corporate litigants, and the processes that explain these
effects. As such, both civil and criminal jury decision-making research should take litigants’ (or
criminal defendants’) perceived warmth (and to a lesser extent competence) into consideration to
account or control for the impact of these variables in jurors’ judgments. Additionally, the
present research poses a challenge to the extant literature that suggests that jurors are harsher
toward for-profit corporate litigants (vs. individuals and non-profit litigants) as a function of their
resources, which presumably affords them the foresight to avoid and prevent doing harm (e.g.,
Hans, 1998; MacCoun, 1996). Although these explanations are not entirely incompatible, the
present research suggests that discrepancies in warmth between for-profit, non-profit, and
individual litigants may account for more variance in jurors’ verdicts and damage awards.
Research suggests that non-profits are perceived as warmer than for-profits (e.g., Aaker et al.,
2010), and Pilot Study 1 of this dissertation indicates that this discrepant warmth is associated
with more favorable verdicts. Additionally, other research shows that individuals are perceived
as warmer than for-profit businesses, too, and this discrepancy in warmth is related to more
favorable verdicts (Girvan, 2016). Thus, the pattern of discrepant treatment of corporations,
whereby for-profits are treated more harshly than non-profits, but non-profits are treated more
harshly than individuals, is consistent with the pattern of discrepancy in warmth between these
three types of litigants. As human entities, the available literature suggests that individuals would
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be seen as warmer than non-profit businesses, and non-profit businesses are seen as warmer than
for-profit businesses (e.g., Aaker et al.; Au & Ng, 2020; Rai & Diermeier, 2016). Future research
should assess these comparisons directly to examine the impact on verdicts, damages, and
mediating processes.
Furthermore, as one’s competence reflects perceptions of their capacity to act effectively,
the explanation that greater foresight and an enhanced ability to prevent and avoid doing harm
accounts for bias against for-profit companies, would suggest that high (vs. low) competence
would also predict differences in verdicts and damage awards. That is, a highly competent
corporation would presumably also have the foresight to prevent and avoid doing harm. Yet,
defendant competence was the only significant predictor of verdicts relating to competence, and
the magnitude of that effect was a fraction of the effect of defendant warmth. Thus, the present
research offers an alternate explanation for why jurors would treat for-profit corporations more
harshly than other types of litigants in mock juror research: the previously unaccounted for
negative warmth stereotype.
The present research also has implications for juror decision-making research that
demonstrates the role of jurors’ affective reactions in their case judgments (e.g., Bandes &
Salerno, 2014; Bornstein, 1998; Bright & Goodman-Delahunty, 2004; Feigenson, 2016). More
specifically, the present research demonstrates that a litigants’ warmth is a significant predictor
of the types of emotional reactions that are likely to influence jurors during the course of a trial
(e.g., integral pity and sympathy or anger and disgust). Thus, litigants’ warmth is another case
relevant variable, much like a plaintiff’s injury severity (e.g., Bornstein, 1998) or gruesome
photographs (e.g., Bandes & Salerno), that relates to jurors’ integral affect in trial contexts.
Although the indirect effects through emotions related to the plaintiff were not significant, anger
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and disgust toward the defendant mediated the relationship of defendant warmth and jurors’
verdicts, consistent with literature showing that moral emotions such as anger and/or disgust
mediate the relationship between certain stimuli (e.g., gruesome photographs; Bandes & Salerno)
and increase punitiveness toward the defendant.
To the best of my knowledge, this is also one of the first demonstrations of the mediating
role of jurors’ causal attributions in their case judgments, extending the literature that highlights
the importance of causal attributions in jury decision-making more broadly (e.g., Sommers &
Ellsworth, 2000). Additionally, jurors’ causal attributions were related to both the plaintiff’s
warmth, as well as the defendant’s warmth (in opposite directions), and all indirect effects
through these explanatory processes were significant, suggesting that the litigants’ warmth is a
strong predictor of how jurors’ process case evidence while arriving at their verdicts and damage
award considerations. Thus, researchers and practitioners (e.g., litigators and litigation
consultants) ought to consider not only how a litigant’s warmth, and to a lesser extent their
competence, will be perceived by jurors, but also how those perceptions affect how jurors
consider types of evidence in the case and causal explanations being offered.
Limitations and Future Directions
The present dissertation research advances and integrates several bodies of literature,
including the SCM, SCAB, BIAS map, interpersonal perception, and jury decision-making
literatures. However, many questions remain, and the present research has specific limitations
that should be addressed in future research that aims to build off this work.
One major limitation of the present research is the methodology selected to test the
primary research questions and hypotheses. Although the methodology was selected and
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designed carefully given practical restraints17, there are still limitations that should be addressed
in the future. For one, all of the samples came from a single source (i.e., M-Turk), and despite
research suggesting this can be a reliable and valid source of data as long as best practices are
followed and data sets are scrutinized (e.g., by screening out bots; Chmielewski & Cucker,
2020), the present research should be replicated with samples from other sources (e.g., with
community samples that deliberate) to assess the reliability and generalizability of the results.
Many participants indicated in their feedback that they thought it was a real case and
were surprised to find out it was all made up for the sake of the research, with one participant
even going so far as to send an email to give praise for how engaging they found the case/study.
However, the stimuli were relatively simple (vignettes for the pilot studies and narrated slide
deck videos for the main experiment). With adequate resources (and access to facilities when
there is not a pandemic related lockdown), future research should consider using more engaging
stimuli, such as mock-trial videos with scripts and actors. Although the present methodology
conferred certain benefits in the form of experimental control, the benefits came at the expense
of certain levels of mundane realism and ecological validity. For example, there were ‘witnesses’
and ‘evidence’ in the form of testimony, documents, and emails, but there was no recorded
testimony (as there would be from deposition recordings), which might affect how jurors process
that evidence. The benefit of not having video recordings is the elimination of unwanted sources
of variability. For example, a particularly low warmth or incompetent witness (e.g., a company
executive) could impact jurors’ perceptions of the plaintiff’s or defendant’s warmth and/or
competence. Although excluding that potential source of variance helped isolate the impact of
the litigants’ introductions/warmth and competence manipulations on warmth and competence

17

Practical restrains such as limited financial resources and an inability to create mock-trial videos for the Main
Experiment stimulus because of pandemic related building closures.
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perception, jurors’ emotions, causal attributions, verdicts, and damage awards, it excluded
important sources of variation that may influence these variables (e.g., a witnesses’ warmth and
competence; Neal et al., 2012). Future research should consider the impact of variables such as
witness and/or attorney presentation style on perceptions of warmth and competence, and
whether there are consequences for jurors’ reactions and, in turn, verdicts and damages.
As noted several times in the discussion, jurors had relatively mild affective reactions,
possibly undermining the possibility of their affective reactions facilitating indirect effects for
the litigants’ warmth. It would be interesting to test the impact of the litigants’ warmth and
competence in a case scenario that was more emotionally evocative, such as a personal injury
case, medical malpractice, or a toxic tort (e.g., a poisonous product alleged to cause cancer).
Other jury decision-making research has found indirect effects in such emotionally evocative
cases (e.g., Bornstein, 1998), and a modification to the stimulus to this end would provide a more
adequate test of the possible role of affective reactions in explaining how litigants’ warmth and
competence affects their judgments.
Although causal attributions emerged as the strongest explanatory variables in the present
research, there is much work to do in further exploring research questions related to the SCAB.
As mentioned above, SCAB research suggests that warmth and competence predict causal
attributions through intentions (e.g., whether they ‘intend’ to behave pro- or anti-socially; Glick
et al.). Future research should measure the types of intentions that could predict jurors’ causal
attributions, to help further elucidate the mechanisms underlying that process. Additionally,
future research should pre-test the causal explanations offered during the trial to ensure they are
distinctly social behavior related, achievement behavior related, or a combination, to test a basic
tenet of SCAB that warmth and competence predict domain specific causal attributions. Such
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pre-testing would facilitate a stronger test of some of the more nuanced predictions of the SCAB
(Glick et al., 2009), such as how a target with high warmth but low competence is likely to
receive positive attributions for social behaviors but negative attributions for achievement
behaviors.
Another interesting direction for future research would be considering the role of
competition and status as antecedent variables in warmth and competence perceptions of
litigants, as these social structural variables are known antecedents to warmth and competence
perceptions of individuals and groups (e.g., Eckes, 2002; Fiske et al., 1999). Considering these
variables could help reveal what types of qualities are relevant to jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of non-human, corporate entities. For example, what is considered ‘competition’ for
an individual or group might not be considered ‘competition’ for a corporation. Presumably,
unless you are in the same industry as a corporation, you are not in competition with them.
However, they could be perceived as ‘competitive’ to the interests of a perceiver’s in-group to
the extent that they engage in anti-social conduct or do not appear to care about things that are
relevant to the perceiver’s in-group’s success. For example, if a company is accused of pollution
in the community where the trial is taking place, or abusing limited natural resources such as
water, jurors from that community might be particularly harsh because of the threat to the ingroup in terms of competition for finite resources. This type of interaction between case specifics
and venue might impact the extent to which a corporate litigant is considered in-group/outgroup
(e.g., would jurors be harsher on a company for polluting locally vs. in a different state?). In the
present research, the warmth manipulations were unrelated to the case at hand (e.g., caring about
climate change or wanting to help rebuild the shrinking middle class). Examining which types of
behaviors, activities, or cultures would be most relevant to jurors’ perceptions of specific
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litigants’ warmth would help clarify how jurors would react to certain litigants with different
characteristics.
Status, as relevant to perceived competence, is also a variable that could be considered in
future research. In the present study, the competence manipulations were effective in producing
high or low perceived competence, but competence failed to predict mediators and most of
jurors’ verdicts and damage awards. It is possible that, although the manipulations produced high
ratings of competence, they were ineffective in producing perceptions of competence that would
predict affective reactions, causal attributions, and verdicts or damage awards. Assessing the
dynamics of ‘status’ as an antecedent to perceptions of competence might help clarify whether
different perceptions of competence related to status (e.g., domain specific competence related to
status in a particular field or industry, or general competence related to broader societal status)
might better predict consequent perceiver reactions and behaviors.
Although the warmth (and to a lesser extent the competence) manipulations had the
predicted effects in the current research, the warmth and competence manipulations did not
reflect how jurors would be first introduced to the litigants in a real trial. For example, jurors
might have pre-conceptions based on pre-trial publicity. Such information, particularly that is
related to a litigants’ character, is known to bias jurors’ case judgments (e.g., Otto et al, 1994).
Thus, future research might consider how pre-trial publicity affects perceptions of warmth and
competence, or using real companies, perhaps from the top and the bottom of the Axios Harris
Poll (2019) in order to account for how reputation affects jurors’ perceptions, reactions and in
turn, verdict and damages.
Furthermore, jurors would also hear about the basic description of the lawsuit before voir
dire/jury selection, and then only fully be ‘introduced’ to the parties during the plaintiff’s and
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defendant’s opening statements. Additionally, within those introductions, each litigator will
likely introduce their own party, and say something (likely negative) about the opposing litigant.
Future research should consider these other potentially influential sources of individuating
information in their stimulus and warmth and competence manipulations.
Finally, future research should consider the impact of being a plaintiff or being a
defendant on perceptions of warmth and competence. It is possible that simply being accused of
wrongdoing impacts perceptions of warmth and competence, and how jurors proceed to process
evidence and render judgments, as simply being officially accused of wrongdoing can affect
jurors’ perceptions of guilt or innocence (e.g., Scurich & John, 2017). Although the defendant
prevailed in the majority of conditions in the present research, this is still an interesting question
worth pursuing. In civil litigation, often a defendant will counter-sue the plaintiff. For example,
in contract cases, it is not unusual for both sides to sue one another for a breach of contract, and
the jurors must decide who, in fact, breached the contract. Future research could have a plaintiff
and defendant sue and counter-sue one another and vary who is the plaintiff and who is the
defendant, to see if there is any impact of role in the case on perceptions, reactions, and verdicts
and damages.
Conclusion
The present dissertation research demonstrates that for-profit litigants’ warmth, and to a
lesser extent their competence, influence how jurors react to case evidence and render verdicts
and damage awards. More specifically, litigants that are stereotypically high warmth will have an
advantage over litigants that are stereotypically low warmth, as the warmth differential predicts
more positive affective reactions, causal attributions, verdicts, and damage awards. Moreover,
the impact on causal attributions explains how that warmth differential translates into favorable
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verdicts and damage awards, all else being equal. As such, the present results suggest that
lawyers and consultants need to consider the factors that can influence perceptions of litigants’
warmth, such as how they introduce the party, their reputation, and the type of behavior that is
going to be brought to jurors’ attention during the case presentations. Furthermore, relevant
practitioners need to consider not only their own client’s warmth and competence, but also that
of the opposing litigant, as the judgments will be relative, and perceptions of one litigant’s
warmth can impact reactions to the opposing litigant. Thus, while the present research has some
limitations, it adds to the burgeoning research examining perceptions of warmth and competence
more generally, and how they influence jury decision-making more specifically. Moving
forward, jury decision-making researchers should further examine how warmth and competence
may shape jurors’ perceptions of criminal defendants, attorneys, and testifying witnesses, but
more importantly, how they may bias jury decision-making processes and, in turn, jury verdicts.
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Table 1
Pilot Study 1: Summary of Adjustments Between Iterations
Pilot Study 1
Iteration

Adjustment Goal
Enhance Plaintiff’s
competence

1.3

Enhance Plaintiff’s
competence;
Increase case ambiguity

1.4

Increase ambiguity of
responsibility for the breach
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1.2

1.5

1.6

1.7

1.8

Enhance profit-status
manipulation salience

Further enhance profitstatus manipulation salience

Summary of Substantive Changes
Information added about the high quality of Plaintiff’s security and success
Change in Plaintiff’s type of business from security firm to marketing firm, and added
claim that Defendant made a statement that their product was ‘virtually impenetrable’
when Plaintiff made purchase
Claim included that Plaintiff ended contract because Defendant was raising prices, and
that the breach happened while Plaintiff was trying to close the maintenance backdoor
Non-profit described as wanting to combat climate change by investing in green
technology innovation; the for-profit described as innovating profit-driven products and
being lauded by experts one of Big Tech’s “Tech Companies to Watch in 2020”
Non-profit also described as one of the country’s most charitable non-profits, and one of
the most personally fulfilling organizations to work for; the for-profit praised for its
ability to generate impressive profits, and for being a ‘career launcher’ for young
professionals

Reduce impact of
allegations on perceptions
of warmth and competence

Specific behavioral allegations removed or simplified (e.g., plaintiff should have known
they would need to secure the back door removed)

Further reduce impact of
allegations on perceptions
of warmth and competence

Claims of each side reduced to single paragraphs comprised of general claims and
without specific behavioral allegations in support of the claims (e.g., defendant sold the
equipment knowing it was less secure than advertised)

Table 2
Main Experiment: Mean Pre-Stimulus Litigant Warmth and Competence Ratings
Warmth

Competence

Litigant
M

SD

M

SD

Plaintiff

2.69

1.15

3.33

0.95

Defendant

2.70

1.17

3.25

0.99

Note. Warmth and competence ratings range from 1 to 5.
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Table 3
Main Experiment: Mean Affective Reactions and Causal Attribution Ratings
Measure

Target

M

SD

Plaintiff

2.39

0.95

Defendant

2.27

0.83

Plaintiff

1.93

0.94

Defendant

1.89

0.98

Plaintiff

5.00

1.28

Defendant

3.66

1.62

Pity/Sympathy

Anger/Disgust

Causal
Attribution

Note. Pity/Sympathy and Anger/Disgust ratings range from 1 to 5. Causal attribution ratings
range from 1 to 7.
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Table 4
Main Experiment: Verdict Preferences and Mean Damage Awards
Measure

Target

M

SD

Plaintiff

63.47

33.45

Defendant

36.53

33.45

--

4.69

7.16

Count

%

Plaintiff

202

37.7

Defendant

334

62.3

Proportion of
Negligence

Damages

Verdict

Note. Proportion of negligence out of 100. Damages range on a scale
from $0 to $20,000,000.
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Table 5
Main Experiment: Logistic Regression of Plaintiff ‘s Verdicts by Warmth and Competence
Predictor

Beta

SE

Wald

Prob.

OR

CI (OR)

Plaintiff
Warmth

0.55

.19

8.88

.003

1.74

1.21, 2.50

Plaintiff
Competence

-0.06

.19

0.09

.763

0.946

0.69, 1.36

Defendant
Warmth

-0.97

.19

26.91

.000

0.38

0.26, 0.55

Defendant
Competence

-0.37

.19

3.88

.049

0.69

0.48, 1.00

Note. Prob. = probability; OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence interval. Warmth and competence
ratings made on a scale from 1 to 5. For each warmth and competence predictor, low (warmth or
competence) = 0, and high = 1.
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Table 6
Main Experiment: Mean Damage Awards by Litigants’ Warmth and Competence
Predictor

B

SE

t

Prob.

CI (B)

Plaintiff
Warmth

1.88

.60

3.13

.000

0.70, 3.05

Plaintiff
Competence

0.15

.60

0.25

.802

-1.03, 1.33

Defendant
Warmth

-3.23

.60

-5.39

.000

-4.40, -2.05

Defendant
Competence

-.64

.60

3.88

.289

-1.81, 0.54

Note. B = Beta coefficient; Prob. = probability; CI = confidence interval. Warmth and
competence ratings made on a scale from 1 to 5. For each warmth and competence predictor, low
(warmth or competence) = 0, and high = 1.
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Table 7
Main Experiment: Logistic Regression of Plaintiff ‘s Verdicts by Participants’ Affective
Reactions and Causal Attributions
Predictor

Beta

SE

Wald

Prob.

OR

CI (OR)

Pity/Sympathy
for PL

0.00

.25

0.00

.986

1.00

0.61, 1.63

Pity/Sympathy
for DEF

-0.14

.27

0.27

.602

0.87

0.52, 1.47

Anger/Disgust
for PL

-0.54

.29

3.51

.061

0.58

0.33, 1.03

Anger/Disgust
for DEF

0.87

.27

10.25

.001

2.38

1.40, 4.03

PL-Cause

-1.06

.21

24.96

.000

0.35

0.23, 0.53

DEF-Cause

1.75

.21

72.76

.000

5.77

3.86, 8.63

Note. PL = Plaintiff; DEF = Defendant; Prob. = probability; OR = odds ratio; CI = confidence
interval. Affect ratings made on a scale of 1 to 5. Causal attributions made on a scale of 1 to 7.
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Table 8
Main Experiment: Regression of Damage Awards by Participants’ Affective Reactions and
Causal Attributions
Predictor

B

SE

t

Prob.

CI (B)

Pity/Sympathy
for PL

0.31

.29

1.04

.297

-0.27, 0.88

Pity/Sympathy
for DEF

-0.74

.31

-2.39

.017

-1.35, 0.13

Anger/Disgust
for PL

-0.38

.28

-1.38

.169

-0.93, 0.16

Anger/Disgust
for DEF

0.72

.30

2.36

.019

0.12, 1.32

PL-Cause

-1.22

.20

-6.00

.000

-1.62, -0.82

DEF-Cause

2.00

.19

10.79

.000

1.63, 2.36

Note. PL = Plaintiff; DEF = Defendant; B = Beta coefficient; Prob. = probability; CI =
confidence interval. Affect ratings made on a scale of 1 to 5. Causal attributions made on a scale
of 1 to 7.
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Table 9
Main Experiment Mediation Model Correlations
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

1. Pity/Sympathy
toward Plaintiff

--

.56***

-.51***

.57***

.51***

.51***

2. Anger/Disgust
toward Defendant

--

--

-.40***

.61***

.56***

.52***

3. PL-Cause

--

--

--

-.55***

-.58***

-.58***

4. DEF-Cause

--

--

--

--

.78***

.71***

5. Verdict

--

--

--

--

--

.84***

6. Damage
Awards

--

--

--

--

--

--

Note. PL-Cause = Causal attributions of the Plaintiff; DEF-Cause = Causal attributions of the
Defendant. All correlations based on the full sample (N = 536). Affect items range on a scale of
1-5. Causal attribution items range on a scale of 1-7. Verdicts were dichotomous 0 (Defendant
was not negligent) or 1 (Defendant was negligent). Damage awards range from $0-20,000,000.
*** p < .001.
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Table 10
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Pre-Stimulus Warmth and Competence Correlations
Attribute

1

2

3

4

1. PL-Warmth

--

.37***

-.17***

.09*

2. PL- Comp

--

--

.02

.04

3. DEF-Warmth

--

--

--

.39***

4. DEF-Comp

--

--

--

--

Note. PL = Plaintiff; Comp = Competence; DEF = Defendant. All correlations based on the full
sample (N = 536). Warmth and competence ratings made on a scale from 1 to 5.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.
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Table 11
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Post-Stimulus Warmth and Competence Correlations
Attribute

1

2

3

4

1. PL-Warmth

--

.60**

-.40***

-.20***

2. PL- Comp

--

--

-.17***

-.14***

3. DEF-Warmth

--

--

--

.68***

4. DEF-Comp

--

--

--

--

Note. PL = Plaintiff; Comp = Competence; DEF = Defendant. All correlations based on the full
sample (N = 536). Warmth and competence ratings made on a scale from 1 to 5.
*** p < .001.
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Figure 1A
Pilot Study 3 Post-Stimulus Manipulation Check Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings
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Note. PL = Plaintiff. DEF = Defendant. Comp = Competence.
** p < .01.
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Figure 1B
Pilot Study 3 Pre-Stimulus Manipulation Check Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings
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Note. PL = Plaintiff. DEF = Defendant. Comp = Competence.
*** p < .001.
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Figure 2A
Pilot Study 3 Mean Pity/Sympathy Reactions
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Note. PL = Plaintiff. Comp = Competence. DEF = Defendant.
*** p < .001.
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Figure 2B
Pilot Study 3 Mean Anger/Disgust Reactions
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*** p < .001.
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Figure 2C
Pilot Study 3 Mean Causal Attributions
Negative Plaintiff Causal Attributions
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Negative Defendant Causal Attributions
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Note. PL = Plaintiff. Comp = Competence. DEF = Defendant.
** p < .01.
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Figure 2D
Pilot Study 3 Mean Perceptions of Defendant’s Negligence by Litigant Attribute
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Note. Proportion of Defendant Negligence was converted from percentage of defendant
negligence out of 100%. PL = Plaintiff. Comp = Competence. DEF = Defendant.
*** p < .001.
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Figure 2E
Pilot Study 3 Mean Damage Awards by Litigants’ Attribute
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Figure 2F
Pilot Study 3 Participants’ Plaintiff or Defendant Verdict Leanings
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Figure 3A
Main Experiment Pre-Stimulus Manipulation Check Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings
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*** p < .001.
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Figure 3B
Main Experiment Post-Stimulus Manipulation Check Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings
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Note. PL = Plaintiff. DEF = Defendant. Comp = Competence.
*** p < .001.
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Figure 4A
Predicted Parallel Mediation Model with Plaintiff Warmth as Focal Predictor
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Note.

= predicted increase in respective pathway.

= predicted decrease in respective pathway. Pathways a1-3 and b1-3 will be

replaced by the B coefficients from the PROCESS output.

Figure 5A
Main Experiment Mean Pity/Sympathy Reactions
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Figure 5B
Main Experiment Mean Anger/Disgust Reactions
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Figure 5C
Main Experiment Mean Causal Attributions
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Figure 5D
Main Experiment Mean Perceptions of Defendant’s Proportion of Negligence by Litigant
Attributes
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*** p < .001.
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Figure 5E
Main Experiment Mean Damage Awards by Litigant Attributes
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DEF Comp

Figure 5F
Main Experiment Participants’ Plaintiff or Defendant Verdict Leanings
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Figure 6A
Main Experiment Parallel Mediation Model Path Coefficients with Plaintiff Warmth as Focal Predictor and Verdicts
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Note. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Figure 6B
Main Experiment Parallel Mediation Model Path Coefficients with Plaintiff Warmth as Focal Predictor and Damages
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Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Figure 7A
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Verdict Split by Plaintiff SCM Category when
Defendant is Admired
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Figure 7B
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Verdict Split by Plaintiff SCM Category when
Defendant is Pitied
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Figure 7C
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Verdict Split by Plaintiff SCM Category when
Defendant is Envied
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Figure 7D
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Verdict Split by Plaintiff SCM Category when
Defendant is Contemptuous
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Figure 8A
Supplementary Analysis: Predicted Parallel Mediation Model with Defendant Warmth as Focal Predictor

136
Note.

= predicted increase in respective pathway.

= predicted decrease in respective pathway. Pathways a1-3 and b1-3 will be

replaced by the B coefficients from the PROCESS output.

Figure 8B
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Parallel Mediation Model Path Coefficients with Defendant Warmth and Verdicts

137
Note. *** p < .001.

Figure 8C
Supplementary Analysis: Main Experiment Four Parallel Mediator Model with Defendant Warmth and Damages
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Note. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Appendix A
Pilot Study 1 and Pilot Study 2
Pilot Study 1.1
The primary focus of this initial pilot study was to assess jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the fictitious litigants, Plaintiff Databahn (who will be referred to as DB) and
Defendant Bits & Bytes (who will be referred to as B & B). Additionally, Pilot Study 1 assessed
as how aspects of the case scenario (i.e., the alleged crime or litigant behaviors) and/or the
litigant descriptions impact jurors’ warmth and competence perceptions. Pilot Study 1 had eight
different iterations (i.e., Pilot 1.1-1.8), and each iteration adjusted the vignette (e.g., adjustments
to the case scenario) to shift jurors’ ratings of warmth and competence with the goal of having
them approximate the pattern of warmth and competence perceptions as described by previous
research (i.e., the non-profit would be perceived as warmer than the for-profit, but the for-profit
would be perceived as more competent than the non-profit; Aaker et al., 2010).
Across all iterations (1.1-1.8), the profit status varied between two conditions (i.e., NonProfit Plaintiff vs. For-Profit Defendant in Vignette 1 and For-Profit Plaintiff vs. Non-Profit
Defendant in Vignette 2). In both vignette conditions, DB was always the plaintiff, B & B was
always the defendant, and participants either read about a non-profit DB suing a for-profit B &
B, or a for-profit DB suing a non-profit B & B, with all other details remaining constant. In the
earlier iterations (Pilot 1.1-Pilot 1.4) only the profit status of the companies was varied (i.e., DB
is a non-profit vs. DB is a for-profit corporation). In the latter iterations of Pilot Study 1 (1.51.8), additional information was added to strengthen the manipulation of profit status, for
example, describing the non-profit as motivated by a desire to address climate change and
innovating green technologies, and the for-profit as being lauded by industry experts as one of
the companies to watch in 2020 for their success (see Table 1 for a summary of the goal and
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substantive changes between each iteration) 18. The specific information added was decided
based on the SCM theory as to what might be related to perceptions of warmth (e.g., being
charitable or pro-social) and competence (i.e., behaving effectively or being successful; Fiske et
al., 2002). Each iteration will be discussed in turn.
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 101) were recruited through Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk (M-Turk)19, paid $0.75, and randomly assigned to read one of two mock trial
vignettes. The pilot study took approximately 14 minutes to complete (Mdn = 14.33 minutes). Of
the 101 participants, eight were excluded from analyses for being non-citizens (n = 1) or felons
(n = 7). The final sample (N = 93) was nearly middle aged (M = 39.74, SD = 13.4), majority
White (72%, followed by 8.6% Hispanic/Latino, 7.5% African American, 9.7% Asian/Pacific
Islander, and 2.2% Other Race/ Ethnicity), majority female (53%), and educated (63% with an
associate’s degree or higher). Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) determined there
were no significant relations between participant demographic variables and their ratings of
warmth or competence (all F’s < 1.35, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After providing informed consent,
participants were randomly assigned to read one (of two) randomly selected scenario
approximately 1000 words in length which described a case between a for- and non-profit
corporation (Appendix B). The two versions were created such that in one version (n = 52), the

18

The interested reader can contact the PI directly for the verbatim changes across iterations.
M-Turk provides samples that are more demographically diverse than other traditional convenience samples (e.g.,
college students) and is considered to be a legitimate source of quality data (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011;
Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). However, there have been recent concerns over the quality of M-Turk data
(e.g., Chmielewski & Cucker, 2020). Following best practice recommendations to address these concerns (i.e.,
Chmielewski & Cucker), open-ended responses were assessed for careless (e.g., answering ‘no’ to multiple nondichotomous yes/no questions) or inappropriate (i.e., entirely off topic) answers. In later iterations of Pilot Study 1,
additional security measures were included, such as multiple attention checks, and a ‘reCaptcha’ to eliminate bots.
19
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non-profit corporate plaintiff (DB) is suing the for-profit corporate defendant (B & B), and in the
other version (n = 41), the profit status of the parties is reversed. Company logos were created by
a professional graphic designer/artist, and a practicing litigator from the New York City area
assisted with the creation/refinement of the stimulus to help ensure the legal issues are sound and
the case had mundane realism (i.e., the extent to which the case was analogous to real world case
scenarios). Additionally, a professional IT technician assisted with the details of the lawsuit to
ensure the scenario was plausible and realistic in terms of the actual dispute and technical terms.
The case scenarios began with an introduction to the case that suggested it was a real lawsuit,
and contained the following: a brief description of the parties (e.g., DB is a for/non-profit that
launched in 2005 and is based in Long Island City, New York), the lawsuit (e.g., DB alleges B &
B caused them damages because of a data breach on data storage hardware that B & B had sold
DB), the primary injury argument from the plaintiff (e.g., B & B was negligent as a security
provider), the primary defense from the defendant (e.g., DB is trying to pass the blame for their
own failures), and some basic information about each party (e.g., how many employees and
yearly revenue).
Corporate Stereotype Measure. Immediately after reading the vignette, participants were
given a list of 26 traits. The list included 10 competence traits (i.e., skillful, intelligent), 10
warmth traits (e.g., trustworthy, friendly), and 6 filler traits (e.g., shy), and asked participants to
rate each company on a scale from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (Extremely; Appendix C; Cuddy et al.,
2007; Fiske et al., 2002; Wojciszke et al., 1998) the extent to which they believed both litigants
reflected each of these traits. The order of presentation was counterbalanced across participants
(i.e., whether they were first asked about the plaintiff or defendant), and all questions were
presented randomly to prevent order effects. After the 26 scale items, participants were asked to
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answer five additional items adapted from The Axios Harris Poll 100 (2019)20 on ‘visible’
American company reputations (e.g., Google, Wells Fargo, Facebook) to gauge more personally
relevant perceptions of warmth (e.g., “The Plaintiff seems like they share my values”) and
competence (e.g., “The Defendant seems like they offer high value products and services”) from
1 (Not at all) to 5 (Extremely). The 26 item SCM scales for DB and B & B were analyzed as
subscales (i.e., DB’s warmth, DB’s competence, B & B’s, warmth, and B & B’s competence),
with the warmth subscales including the three warmth-relevant Axios items, and the competence
subscales including the two competence-related Axios items. Additionally, two of the filler items
had strong correlations with the warmth subscale (greedy correlated negatively and sensitive
correlated positively), and three of the filler items had strong correlations with the competence
subscale (needy and dysfunctional correlated negatively, and stable correlated positively).
Consequently, greedy, needy, and dysfunctional were reverse scored, and these filler items were
included in the respective warmth and competence subscales, too. The now 15 item warmth and
competence subscales each had excellent reliability (all α’s > .90).
Finally, participants were asked (open-ended) to specify any attribute(s) they associate
with a) a for-profit corporation that breaks the law or behaves unethically; b) a non-profit
corporation that breaks the law or behaves unethically; c) a for-profit corporation that always
follows the law and behaves ethically; and d) a non-profit corporation that always follows the
law and behaves ethically (order was randomized). These questions were designed to capture
stereotypical/relevant traits that might not be listed in the forced choice options from the 26 item

20

The Axios Harris Poll 100 (2019) is an annual survey of American attitudes toward highly visible public
companies (e.g., Apple, Wegmans, McDonalds), where companies are ranked according to their reputation for
things such as perceived ethics and potential for growth.
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questionnaires (discussed above) but are nevertheless stereotypically associated with for- and
non-profit corporations that are engaged in civil litigation as plaintiffs and/or defendants.21
Demographics. After completing the corporate stereotype content measure, participants
were asked to provide their age, sex, race, marital status, education, religious affiliation,
occupation, and income. Participants also indicated their general attitudes (e.g., What is your
general opinion of large American for-profit corporations?) on a scale of 1 (Very positive opinion
of corporations) to 5 (Very negative opinion of corporations) to account for variation in
participants’ pre-existing positive/negative attitudes of for- and non-profits (Appendix D).22
Debriefing. Finally, after demographics, participants were debriefed about the research
and the use of deception (i.e., that it was not actually a real lawsuit; Appendix E).
Results and Discussion
For all Pilot Study 1 iterations, only interpretable effects that are relevant to the primary
focus of the pilot are reported (i.e., in the presence of significant omnibus interaction effects,
only the simple interaction effects and simple main effects that follow the omnibus interaction
effect are reported).A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs.
For-profit) x 2 (Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth
and Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes. This analysis assessed whether warmth and competence perceptions varied between

21

Visual assessment of these responses revealed no traits that would not be captured by the 15-item warmth and 15item competence stereotype content scales.
22
These items were included as a general check on how participants feel about American for- and non-profit
corporations. Paired sample t-tests revealed that participants in vignette version 1 view non-profits (M = 2.44, SD =
0.98) significantly more positively than for-profits (M = 3.10, SD = 1.07), t(51) = -4.09, p < .001, d = 0.57., 95% CI
[0.27, 0.86]. Similarly, participants in vignette version 2 view non-profits (M = 2.37, SD = 0.89) significantly more
positively than for-profits (M = 3.17, SD = 1.14), t(40) = -4.13, p < .001, d = 0.64., 95% CI [0.30, 0.98]. These
variables were to be used in subsequent studies (Pilot 2 and the Main Experiment) as covariates, but ultimately
abandoned as the design changed and profit-status was excluded as a variable.
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the non- and for-profit corporate litigants in each of the vignettes (i.e., is the non-profit perceived
as warmer but less competent than the for-profit?).
The mixed ANOVA revealed a significant omnibus three-way interaction, F(1, 90) =
54.21, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .38, 95% CI [0.22, 0.50], , suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants varied as a function the vignette version
(see Appendix F, Figure A-1). Comparing jurors’ ratings within each vignette, simple interaction
effects tests revealed a significant interaction between jurors’ perceptions of the non- and forprofit corporate litigants’ warmth and competence in vignette 1, F(1, 50) = 46.01, p < .001, Ƞp2 =
.48, 95% CI [0.27, 0.62], and also vignette 2, F(1, 40) = 13.90, p = .001, Ƞp2 = .26, 95% CI [0.06,
0.45], (for all relevant means, see Appendix F, Figure A-1).
Planned t-test comparisons revealed that in vignette 1, jurors perceived the non-profit
plaintiff as significantly warmer than the for-profit defendant t(50) = 2.08, p = .043, d = 0.29,
95% CI [0.01, 0.57]. Conversely, jurors perceived the for-profit defendant as significantly more
competent than the non-profit plaintiff, t(50) = 3.97, p < .001, d = 0.56, 95% CI [0.26, 0.85]. In
vignette 2, jurors perceived the non-profit defendant as significantly warmer than the for-profit
plaintiff, t(40) = 3.03, p = .004, d = 0.47, 95% CI [0.15, 0.79]. Interestingly, in vignette 2 jurors
also perceived the non-profit defendant as significantly more competent than the for-profit
plaintiff, t(40) = 6.12, p < .001, d = .96, 95% CI [0.58, 1.32].
Pilot 1.1’s results were partly consistent with predictions derived from past research (e.g.,
Aaker et al., 2010). Jurors perceived the non-profit corporate litigant as warmer than the forprofit corporate litigant in vignette 1 and 2 but perceived the non-profit corporate litigant as less
competent than the for-profit only in vignette 1. Conversely, in vignette 2, the non-profit was
perceived as significantly more competent than the for-profit. This discrepancy appears due to
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the fact that the plaintiff DB received significantly lower competence ratings than defendant B &
B when comparing across the vignettes (i.e., non-profit DB compared to non-profit B & B).
Independent samples t-tests revealed that jurors perceived non-profit plaintiff DB in vignette 1 as
significantly less competent than non-profit defendant B & B in vignette 2, t(91) = -5.39, p <
.001, d = 1.14, 95% CI [0.69, 1.59], and for-profit plaintiff DB in vignette 2 as significantly less
competent than for-profit defendant B & B in vignette 1, t(91) = 5.31, p < .001, d = 1.10, 95% CI
[0.68, 1.57]. Conversely, jurors’ did not perceive significant differences between non-profit DB’s
(vignette 1) and non-profit BB’s (vignette 2) warmth t(91) = -1.75, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.79], ns, or
in for-profit DB’s (vignette 2) and for-profit BB’s (vignette 1) warmth, t(91) = 0.14, ns, 95% CI
[-0.38, 0.45].
Because these litigants are fictitious companies, jurors’ knowledge of the companies is
based on the vignette (and whatever stereotypic expectations are primed), suggesting that any
differences in warmth and competence not attributable to the profit status manipulation must be
random error variance or a stimulus effect (i.e., due to some aspect of the vignette). For example,
if non-profit defendant B & B’s superior competence ratings were attributable to the non-profit
label (counter to the stereotype), we would expect to see similarly high confidence ratings in
jurors’ perceptions of the for-profit plaintiff DB in vignette 1. Thus, it seems likely that this
pattern of competence perceptions reflects jurors’ inferences derived from other information in
the scenario (e.g., defendant’s conduct allegations against the plaintiff are negatively affecting
jurors’ perceptions of the plaintiff’s competence; or conversely, something about the case is
making jurors feel more positively about the defendant’s competence). In the next iteration of
Pilot Study 1, information was added to the vignette to try and enhance perceptions of the
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plaintiff’s (DB) competence (again, see Table 1 for a summary of substantive changes between
subsequent Pilot 1 iterations).
Pilot 1.2
Pilot 1.2 was virtually identical to Pilot 1.1 with the exception that information was added
to the trial scenario in an attempt to boost the plaintiff DB’s perceived competence. Because the
litigants are fictitious companies, participants only knowledge source is the vignettes. Thus, to
adjust perceptions of the litigants, the vignette was altered (e.g., the Plaintiff was successful and
had high quality security services).
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 100) were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$0.75, and randomly assigned to read one of two mock trial vignettes. The pilot study took
approximately 14 minutes to complete (Mdn = 13.90 minutes). Of the 100 participants, 22 were
excluded from analyses for being non-citizens (n = 5), felons (n = 5), or outliers (n = 12). The
final sample (N = 78) were in their late 30’s (M = 38.17, SD = 11.21), majority White (78.2%,
followed by 7.7% Asian/Pacific Islander, 6.4% African American, 6.4% Hispanic/Latino, and
1.1% Other Race/ Ethnicity), majority female (57%), and educated (67% with an associate’s
degree or higher). A MANOVA determined there were no significant relationships between
participant demographic variables and their warmth or competence ratings (all F’s < 1.44, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignette (approximately 1100 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as Pilot 1.1 except for the addition of information that attempted to
boost the plaintiff’s perceived competence (e.g., DB has had a lot of success as a security
company; see Table 1).
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Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
same Stereotype Content Measure from Pilot 1.1. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item Competence
subscales again had excellent reliability (all α’s > .89).
Demographics. Finally, participants completed the same demographics questionnaire
from Pilot 1.1.
Debriefing. The debriefing was identical to Pilot 1.1.
Results and Discussion
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth and
Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes.
The mixed ANOVA revealed a significant omnibus three-way interaction, F(1, 76) =
39.66, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .34, 95% CI [0.18, 0.46], suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants vary as a function the vignette version
(see Appendix F Figure A-2). Comparing jurors’ ratings within each vignette, simple interaction
effects tests revealed a significant interaction effect between jurors’ perceptions of the non- and
for-profit corporate litigants’ warmth and competence in vignette 1, F(1, 32) = 50.48, p < .001,
Ƞp2 = .61, 95% CI [0.43, 0.75], and a non-significant interaction effect in vignette 2, F(1, 44) =
2.82, p = .100, Ƞp2 = .06, 95% CI [0.03, 0.11].
Planned t-test comparisons revealed that in vignette 1, jurors did not perceive the nonprofit plaintiff as significantly warmer than the for-profit defendant t(32) = 1.64, ns, d = 0.31,
95% CI [-0.06, 0.63] (for all means, see Appendix F Figure A-2). Conversely, jurors perceived
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the for-profit defendant as significantly more competent than the non-profit plaintiff, t(32) = 6.68, p < .001, d = 1.17, 95% CI [0.71, 1.60]. In vignette 2, jurors perceived the non-profit
defendant as significantly warmer than the for-profit plaintiff, t(44) = 3.40, p = .001, d = 0.51,
95% CI [0.19, 0.82]. Interestingly, in vignette 2 jurors also perceived the non-profit defendant as
significantly more competent than the for-profit plaintiff, t(44) = 5.58, p < .001, d = .83, 95% CI
[0.49, 1.17]. The results of Pilot 1.2 suggest that the added information failed to sufficiently
enhance the plaintiff’s perceived competence to produce the higher competence, lower warmth
pattern for the for-profit plaintiff in vignette 2, and this added information may have actually
reduced the plaintiff’s perceived warmth instead (given the non-significant difference in
perceived warmth in vignette 1). In Pilot 1.3, additional adjustments (see Table 1) were made to
the case scenario to achieve the desired pattern of warmth and competence perceptions (i.e.,
higher warmth, lower competence non-profit vs. lower warmth, higher competence for-profit).
Pilot 1.3
Pilot 1.3 made further adjustments to the case scenario. The attempt to adjust DB’s
perceived competence was ineffective in Pilot 1.2, and assessment of the open-ended responses
suggested that, because DB was described as a security company, their competence is called into
question for hackers breaching their system. Thus, DB was described as a marketing company,
rather than a security company, and other information was added to make the case scenario more
ambiguous. Additionally, an open-ended verdict question was included at the end of the study
with the hope that answers to this question might give clues as to whether the adjustment to the
case scenario in 1.2 failed to impact perceptions of the plaintiff’s competence because of the
possibility that the case heavily favors the defendant (which might be evinced by clear verdict
preferences in favor of the defendant in both vignette conditions, and verdict reasoning centered
on the plaintiff’s incompetence, for example).
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Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 100) were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$0.85, and randomly assigned to read one of two mock trial vignettes. The pilot study took
approximately 15 minutes to complete (Mdn = 15.3 minutes). Of the 100 participants, one was
excluded for being a suspected bot/farmer23 (n = 1), two were excluded from analyses for being
non-citizens (n = 2), and two were excluded for being outliers (n = 2). The final sample (N = 95)
was middle aged (M = 40.94, SD = 13.64), majority White (75.8%, followed by 11.6% African
American, 6.3% Hispanic/Latino, 5.3% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1.1% Other Race/ Ethnicity),
majority female (56%), and educated (65% with an associate’s degree or higher). A MANOVA
determined there were no significant relationships between participant demographic variables
and their warmth or competence ratings (all F’s < 2.72, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignette (approximately 1200 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as Pilot 1.2 except for the addition of information that a) attempted
to boost the plaintiff’s perceived competence, and b) attempted to make the legal case scenario
more ambiguous based on participants’ feedback in Pilot 1.1 and 1.2 (see Table 1).
Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
same Stereotype Content Measure as the previous iterations. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item
Competence subscales again had excellent reliability (all α’s > .88).
Verdict Leaning. Participants were asked in an open-ended format who they think should
win the lawsuit, and why. Their answers were then coded into a dichotomous Plaintiff (1) or

Suspected bots/farmers were identified through visual inspection of participants’ open-ended responses. Some
obvious signs of a bot/farmer included nonsense responses (e.g., open-ended responses entirely irrelevant to the
question being asked or information appears scraped from a google search)
23
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Defendant (0) verdict and examined in an informal manner for jurors’ thoughts on the case
scenario/evidence pattern for any future possible adjustments.
The Demographics measure as well as the Debriefing Form, were the same as previous
iterations.
Results and Discussion.
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Vignette as a between
group’s factor and Warmth and Competence as the within-group factors.
The mixed ANOVA revealed a significant omnibus three-way interaction, F(1, 93) =
67.05, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .42, 95% CI [0.26, 0.59], suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants vary as a function the vignette version
(see Appendix F Figure A-3). Comparing jurors’ ratings within each vignette, simple interaction
effects tests revealed a significant interaction effect between jurors’ perceptions of the non- and
for-profit corporate litigants’ warmth and competence in vignette 1, F(1, 45) = 57.70, p < .001,
Ƞp2 = .56, 95% CI [0.38, 0.71], and in vignette 2, F(1, 48) = 14.84, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .24, 95% CI
[0.13, 0.37].
Planned t-test comparisons revealed that in vignette 1, jurors perceived the non-profit
plaintiff as significantly warmer than the for-profit defendant t(45) = 4.11, p < .001, d = 0.61,
95% CI [0.29, 0.92] (for all relevant means, see Appendix F Figure A-3). Conversely, jurors
perceived the for-profit defendant as significantly more competent than the non-profit plaintiff,
t(45) = -2.15, p = .037, d = 0.31, 95% CI [0.02, 0.61]. In vignette 2, jurors perceived the nonprofit defendant as significantly warmer than the for-profit plaintiff, t(48) = 2.57, p = .013, d =
0.37, 95% CI [0.08, 0.65]. However, once again, in vignette 2 jurors also perceived the non-
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profit defendant as significantly more competent than for-profit plaintiff, t(48) = 7.16, p < .001, d
= 1.02, 95% CI [0.67, 1.37].
Crosstab analysis comparing the verdict preference split between the vignettes revealed a
marginally significant interaction, in that in vignette 1, the non-profit plaintiff won more verdicts
over the for-profit defendant, but in vignette 2, the for-profit plaintiff won fewer verdicts than the
non-profit defendant, χ2 (1, 90) = 3.54, p = .060, φ = -.20 (see Appendix F Figure A-4).
The results of Pilot 1.3 indicate that the information added to the vignette again failed to
produce the desired pattern for the non-profit corporate litigants (higher warmth, lower
competence), as the non-profit plaintiff in vignette 1 was perceived as equally warm and
competent, and the non-profit defendant in vignette 2 was perceived as more competent than
warm. These results suggest that jurors perceive the defendant’s alleged behavior as more
competent than the plaintiff’s behavior. In Pilot 1.4, additional adjustments were made to the
case scenario to try and reduce perceptions of the defendant’s competence relative to the
plaintiff’s competence.
Interestingly, the significant difference in verdict preferences between vignette 1 and 2
offer preliminary evidence that perceived warmth (and possibly competence) is related to jurors’
behavioral reactions in the form of preferred verdict leaning. More specifically, in vignette 1,
participants’ verdict leanings favored the non-profit plaintiff, who was perceived as significantly
warmer than the defendant, but equally competent. Conversely, in vignette 2, verdict leanings
favored the non-profit defendant, who was perceived as significantly warmer than the plaintiff,
but also significantly more competent.
Pilot 1.4
The attempts at enhancing plaintiff DB’s perceived competence was ineffective in prior
iterations. In Pilot 1.4, the scenario was altered to enhance ambiguity as to who might be
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responsible for the breach to reduce the relative advantage of defendant BB in perceived
competence.
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 102) were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$0.85, and randomly assigned to read one of two mock trial vignettes approximately. The pilot
study took approximately 18 minutes to complete (Mdn = 18.1 minutes). Of the 102 participants,
five were excluded for being a suspected bot/farmer (n = 5), six were excluded for having a
felony record (n = 6), one was excluded from analyses for being non-citizens (n = 1), and eight
were excluded for being outliers (n = 8). The final sample (N = 82) was middle aged (M = 42.84,
SD = 13.33), majority White (86.6%, followed by 6.1% Hispanic/Latino, 4.9% African
American, 1.2% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 1.2% Other Race/ Ethnicity), majority female
(54%), and educated (62% with an associate degree or higher). A MANOVA determined there
were no significant relationships between participant demographic variables and their warmth or
competence ratings (all F’s < 61.00, ns)24.
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignette (approximately 1100 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as previous iterations except for the addition of information that
attempted to enhance the ambiguity of who might be responsible for the breach (e.g., the breach
happened while the plaintiff was trying to close it) to eliminate the defendant’s relative
advantage in perceived competence (see Table 1).

The large F reflects a marginally significant effect of Gender on ratings of B & B’s competence, but follow-up
paired sample t-test analysis indicates there is no significant difference between men and women on this variable,
t(88) = -1.13, ns.
24
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Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
same Stereotype Content Measure from the previous iterations. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item
Competence subscales again had excellent reliability (all α’s > .90).
The Verdict Leaning and Demographics measures, as well as the Debriefing Form, were
the same as previous iterations.
Results and Discussion
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth and
Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes.
The mixed ANOVA revealed a significant omnibus three-way interaction, F(1, 80) =
40.60, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .34, 95% CI [0.20, 0.50], suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants vary as a function the vignette version
(see Appendix F Figure A-5). Comparing jurors’ ratings within each vignette, simple interaction
effects tests revealed a significant interaction effect between jurors’ perceptions of the non- and
for-profit corporate litigants’ warmth and competence in vignette 1, F(1, 34) = 39.69, p < .001,
Ƞp2 = .54, 95% CI [0.36, 0.69], and in vignette 2, F(1, 46) = 8.82, p = .005, Ƞp2 = .16, 95% CI
[0.08, 0.27].
Planned t-test comparisons revealed that in vignette 1, jurors perceived the non-profit
plaintiff as equally warm as the for-profit defendant t(34) = 1.61, ns, d = 0.28, 95% CI [-0.07,
0.61], but as marginally significantly less competent than the for-profit defendant, t(34) = -1.75,
p = .090, d = 0.30, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.63] (for all relevant means, see Appendix F Figure A-5). In
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vignette 2, jurors perceived the for-profit plaintiff as equally warm as the non-profit defendant
t(46) = -1.68, ns, d = 0.24, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.53], as well as equally competent as the non-profit
defendant, t(46) = 0.05, ns, d = 0.00, 95% CI [-0.27, 0.29].
Cross-tab analysis comparing the verdict preference split between the vignettes revealed
no interaction, in that the plaintiff and the defendant nearly evenly split the verdict in both
vignette 1 and 2, with the defendant receiving slightly more favorable verdicts in vignette 1, but
the plaintiff receiving slightly more favorable verdicts in vignette 2, χ2 (1, 87) = 0.97, ns, φ = .03
(see Appendix F Figure A-6).
The results of Pilot 1.4 suggest that the information added to the vignette had a
neutralizing impact on perceptions of the plaintiff and defendant’s warmth and competence in
both vignettes, as the litigants’ warmth and competence were perceived as more or less
equivalent regardless of profit-status. Additionally, the pattern of warmth and competence
ratings for both litigants in both vignettes reflected a lower warmth, higher competence pattern,
suggesting that the profit-status manipulation is not strong enough. Interestingly, in this iteration,
the marginally significant difference found in participants’ verdict preferences between vignette
1 and 2 (in Pilot 1.3) did not replicate in Pilot 1.4, and instead disappeared along with the
significant differences in perceptions of warmth and competence. In Pilot 1.5, information was
added in an attempt to enhance the salience of the profit-status manipulations (see Table 1).
Pilot 1.5
Changes to the case scenario have thus far been ineffective in consistently producing a
high warmth, low competence pattern for the non-profit corporate litigants and a low warmth,
high competence pattern for the for-profit corporate litigants. In Pilot 1.5, changes were made to
the descriptions of the litigants themselves, rather than the case scenario in general, to enhance
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the profit-status manipulation salience for participants (e.g., the non-profit wants to combat
climate change; see Table 1).
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 100) were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$0.85, and randomly assigned to read one (of two) mock trial vignette. The pilot study took
approximately 16 minutes to complete (Mdn = 16.25 minutes). Of the 100 participants, four were
excluded for being a suspected bot/farmer (n = 4), three were excluded for having a felony (n =
3), and eight were exclude for being outliers (n = 8). The final sample (N = 85) was middle aged
(M = 40.21, SD = 12.75), majority White (78.8%, followed by 9.4% African American, 5.9%
Hispanic/Latino, and 5.9% Asian/Pacific Islander), majority female (59%), and educated (63%
with an associate degree or higher). A MANOVA determined there were no significant
relationships between participant demographic variables and their warmth or competence ratings
(all F’s < 2.51, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignette (approximately 1000 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as previous iterations except for the addition of information that
attempted to enhance the profit status manipulation salience beyond the non- or for-profit label
(e.g., the non-profit wants to combat climate change; the for-profit is focused on profit-driven
products; see Table 1).
Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
same Stereotype Content Measure from previous iterations. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item
Competence subscales again had excellent reliability (all α’s > .92).
The Verdict Leaning and Demographics measures, as well as the Debriefing Form, were
the same as previous iterations.
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Results and Discussion
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth and
Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes.
The mixed ANOVA revealed a significant omnibus three-way interaction, F(1, 83) =
24.32, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .23, 95% CI [0.13, 0.36], suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants vary as a function of the vignette
version (see Appendix F Figure A-7). Comparing jurors’ ratings within each vignette, simple
interaction effects tests revealed a significant interaction effect between jurors’ perceptions of the
non- and for-profit corporate litigants’ warmth and competence in vignette 1, F(1, 45) = 46.17, p
< .001, Ƞp2 = .51, 95% CI [0.33, 0.66]. In vignette 2, there was no significant interaction effect,
F(1, 38) = 0.04, ns, Ƞp2 = .001, 95% CI [0.00, 0.00], but a significant main effect of warmth F(1,
38) = 30.48, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .45, 95% CI [0.28, 0.60], and a significant main effect of
competence, F(1, 38) = 6.83, p = .013, Ƞp2 = .15, 95% CI [0.08, 0.25].
Planned t-test comparisons revealed that in vignette 1, jurors perceived the non-profit
plaintiff as significantly warmer than the for-profit defendant t(45) = 4.44, p < .001, d = 0.65,
95% CI [0.33, 0.97], but as equally competent as the for-profit defendant, t(45) = 1.06, ns, d =
0.15, 95% CI [-0.14, 0.45] (for all relevant means, see Appendix F Figure A-7). In vignette 2,
jurors perceived the non-profit defendant as significantly warmer than the for-profit plaintiff,
t(38) = 2.07, p = .045, d = 0.32, 95% CI [0.01, 0.65], as well as significantly more competent
than the for-profit plaintiff, t(38) = 2.45, p = .019, d = 0.39, 95% CI [0.06, 0.72].
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Crosstab analysis comparing the verdict preference split between the vignettes revealed a
significant interaction, in that the non-profit plaintiff won more verdicts than the for-profit
defendant in vignette 1, but that the for-profit plaintiff won fewer verdicts than the non-profit
defendant in vignette 2, χ2 (1, 83) = 5.16, p = .023, φ = -.25 (see Appendix F Figure A-8).
The results of Pilot 1.5 suggest that the profit-status manipulation enhancement was
partially effective, in that the non-profit corporate litigant was perceived as warmer than the forprofit corporate litigant in both vignette 1 and 2, but as equally competent in vignette 1, and
significantly more competent in vignette 2. Additionally, the pattern of warmth and competence
ratings for the for-profit corporate litigants reflected a lower warmth, higher competence pattern,
but the ratings of the non-profit corporate litigants did not approximate a high warmth, low
competence pattern, as the ratings of the non-profit in vignette 1 were roughly equivalent, and
approximated an low warmth, high competence pattern in vignette 2. Interestingly, the
significant difference in verdict preferences between vignette 1 and 2 was found once again. The
pattern of verdict preferences from 1.3 to 1.5 suggests that the presence of a significant
difference in warmth perceptions of the litigants coincides with a shift in verdict preferences that
favors the warmer litigant.
In Pilot 1.6, additional information was added in an attempt to further enhance the
salience of the profit-status manipulations (e.g., the non-profit has a reputation of being a
personally fulfilling employer to work for; see Table 1).
Pilot 1.6
In Pilot 1.6, information was added to the descriptions of the litigants themselves to
further enhance the profit-status manipulation salience for participants (e.g., the for-profit has
been lauded by Forbes magazine for its ability to generate profits; see Table 1).
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Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 101) were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$1.00, and randomly assigned to read one (of two) mock trial vignette. The pilot study took
approximately 16 minutes to complete (Mdn = 15.8 minutes). Of the 101 participants, one was
excluded for failing attention checks (n = 1), 15 were excluded for having a felony (n = 15),
three were excluded for being non-citizens (n = 3), 10 were excluded for being suspected
bots/farmers (n = 10), and four were excluded for being outliers (n = 4). The final sample (N =
67) was in their late 30’s (M = 38.22, SD = 11.44), majority White (79.1%, followed by 11.9%
African American, 4.5% Asian/Pacific Islander, 3.0% Hispanic/Latino, and 1.5% Other),
majority male (55%), and educated (72% with an associate’s degree or higher). A MANOVA
determined there were no significant relationships between participant demographic variables
and their warmth or competence ratings (all F’s < 1.56, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignette (approximately 1000 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as previous iterations except for the addition of information that
attempted to further enhance the profit status manipulation salience (e.g., the non-profit is one of
the country’s ‘most charitable’; the for-profit has received praise for its impressive profit
generating ability; see Table 1).
Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
Stereotype Content Measure. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item Competence subscales again had
excellent reliability (all α’s > .90).
The Verdict Leaning and Demographics measures, as well as the Debriefing Form, were
the same as previous iterations.
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Results and Discussion
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth and
Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes.
The mixed ANOVA revealed a significant omnibus three-way interaction, F(1, 65) =
6.94, p = .011, Ƞp2 = .10, 95% CI [0.05, 0.17], suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence
perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants vary as a function of the vignette
version (see Appendix F Figure A-9). Comparing jurors’ ratings within each vignette, simple
interaction effects tests revealed a significant interaction effect between jurors’ perceptions of the
non- and for-profit corporate litigants’ warmth and competence in vignette 1, F(1, 29) = 24.55, p
< .001, Ƞp2 = .46, 95% CI [0.28, 0.61]. In vignette 2, there was a marginally significant
interaction effect, F(1, 36) = 3.81, p = .059, Ƞp2 = .10, 95% CI [0.05, 0.17].
Planned t-test comparisons reveal that in vignette 1, jurors perceived the non-profit
plaintiff as significantly warmer than the for-profit defendant t(29) = 4.17, p < .001, d = 0.74,
95% CI [0.35, 1.16], but as equally competent as the for-profit defendant, t(29) = -0.84, ns, d =
0.14, 95% CI [-0.21, 0.51] (for all relevant means, see Appendix F Figure A-9). In vignette 2,
jurors perceived the for-profit plaintiff as equally warm as the non-profit defendant t(36) = 1.50,
ns, d = 0.25, 95% CI [-0.08, 0.57], as well as equally competent as the non-profit defendant,
t(36) = -0.59, ns, d = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.23, 0.42].
Crosstab analysis comparing the verdict preference split between the vignettes revealed
no significant interaction, in that the plaintiff won more verdicts than the for-profit defendant in
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vignette 1 and vignette 2, regardless of profit status, χ2 (1, 65) = 0.46, ns, φ = .08 (see Appendix
F Figure A-10).
The results of Pilot 1.6 suggest that the additional profit-status manipulation enhancement
was ineffective. Although the non-profit corporate litigant was perceived as warmer than the forprofit corporate litigant in vignette 1, the litigants were perceived as equally competent in
vignette 1, and as equally warm and competent in vignette 2. Additionally, although the pattern
of warmth and competence ratings for the for-profit corporate litigants again approximated a
lower warmth, higher competence pattern, the ratings of the non-profit corporate litigants did not
approximate a high warmth, low competence pattern, as the ratings of the non-profit in vignette 1
were again roughly equivalent, and approximated a low warmth, high competence pattern in
vignette 2. This consistent pattern of results suggests that the information in the trial scenario is
shaping perceptions of warmth and competence beyond the profit-status manipulations.
Interestingly, the significant difference in verdict preferences between vignette 1 and 2
disappeared once again. However, in this instance, the Plaintiff won more verdicts in vignette 1
and vignette 2, despite only being perceived as significantly warmer in vignette 1. Moreover, the
proportion of verdicts won was higher in vignette 2, when there was no difference in perceived
warmth or competence. This result partly supports and partly fails to support the pattern found
thus far that differences in perceived warmth coincide with differences in participants’ verdict
preferences.
In Pilot 1.7, the case scenario was simplified (i.e., specific behavioral accusations were
removed; see Table 1) in an attempt to minimize the case’s impact on perceptions of warmth and
competence over-and-above that of the profit-status manipulations.
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Pilot 1.7
In Pilot 1.7, specific behavioral allegations (e.g., the Plaintiff should have known to
secure the backdoor; see Table 1) were removed from the case scenario to reduce the impact of
the case scenario on participants’ perceptions of the litigants’ warmth and competence.
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 103)25 were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$1.00, and randomly assigned to read one (of two) mock trial vignette. The pilot study took
approximately 18 minutes to complete (Mdn = 17.98 minutes). Of the 103 participants, 10 were
excluded for having a felony (n = 10), two were excluded for being non-citizens (n = 2), six were
excluded for being suspected bots/farmers (n = 6), and two were excluded for being outliers (n =
4). The final sample (N = 81) was middle aged (M = 39.10, SD = 14.68), majority White (79.0%,
followed by 8.6% Asian/Pacific Islander, 8.6% African American, 2.5% Hispanic/Latino, and
1.2% Other), majority male (52%), and educated (75% with an associate degree or higher). A
MANOVA determined there were no significant relationships between participant demographic
variables and their warmth or competence ratings (all F’s < 2.20, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignette (approximately 1000 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as previous iterations except for the removal of specific behavioral
information (e.g., the accusation that the plaintiff should have known what to do to secure the
product; see Table 1) in an attempt to reduce the impact of the case scenario on perceptions of
the litigants’ warmth and competence.

25

Sample sizes are sometimes over N = 100 because of miscommunication as to how many participants have
completed the survey between the worker/host platform (i.e.., Amazon’s Mechanical Turk) and the intermediary
service (i.e., Turk Prime).
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Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
same Stereotype Content Measure from previous iterations. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item
Competence subscales again had excellent reliability (α’s > .90).
The Verdict Leaning and Demographics measures, as well as the Debriefing Form, were
the same as previous iterations.
Results and Discussion
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth and
Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes.
The omnibus three-way ANOVA was not significant, F(1, 79) = 1.01, ns, Ƞp2 = .01, 95%
CI [0.01, 0.02], but there was a significant two-way interaction between warmth and
competence, F(1, 79) = 37.20, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .32, 95% CI [0.19, 0.48], suggesting that jurors’
warmth and competence perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate litigants interact, but not
as a function of the vignette version (see Appendix F Figure A-11).
Simple effects tests reveal that in both vignettes, jurors perceived the non-profit corporate
litigant as significantly warmer than the for-profit corporate litigant t(80) = 4.86, p < .001, d =
0.54, 95% CI [0.31, 0.77], but as equally competent as the for-profit corporate litigant, t(80) =
0.34, ns, d = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.18, 0.26] (for all relevant means, see Appendix F Figure A-11).
Cross-tab analysis comparing the verdict preference split between the vignettes again
revealed no significant interaction, but contrary to the previous iteration, the defendant won more
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verdicts than the plaintiff in vignette 1 and vignette 2, regardless of profit status, χ2 (1, 79) =
1.21, ns, φ = -.12 (see Appendix F Figure A-12).
The results of Pilot 1.7 suggest that the removed information neutralized perceptions of
the litigants’ competence but facilitated the desired differences in perceptions of the litigants’
warmth. The non-profit corporate litigant was perceived as warmer than the for-profit corporate
litigant in vignette 1 and vignette 2, but the litigants were perceived as equally competent in
vignette 1 and 2, regardless of profit status. Additionally, although the pattern of warmth and
competence ratings for the for-profit corporate litigants again approximated a lower warmth,
higher competence pattern, the ratings of the non-profit corporate litigants did not approximate a
high warmth, low competence pattern, as the ratings of the non-profit’s warmth and competence
in vignette 1 and 2 were roughly equivalent.
Interestingly, there was again no significant difference in verdict preferences between
vignette 1 and 2. However, the pattern flipped from the previous iteration (1.6), in that in 1.7, the
defendant won more verdicts than the plaintiff in vignette 1 and vignette 2, despite only being
perceived as significantly warmer in vignette 2. Additionally, the proportion of verdicts won by
the defendant (vs. the plaintiff) was considerably higher in vignette 2, when the defendant was
perceived as significantly higher in warmth than the plaintiff. This result again partly supports
and partly fails to support the pattern found thus far that differences in perceived warmth
coincide with differences in participants’ verdict preferences, suggesting the case scenario is still
shaping verdict preferences more so than the profit-status manipulation and the related
perceptions of the litigants’ warmth. In Pilot 1.8, the case scenario was further simplified, to
further minimize the case scenario’s impact on perceptions of competence over-and-above that
of the profit-status manipulations.
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Pilot 1.8
In Pilot 1.8, the case scenario was further simplified to be a basic description of the
claims by each party (i.e., with few specific behavioral allegations between parties; see Table 1),
with the hope of further reducing the impact of the scenario on perceptions of warmth and
competence.
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 101) were recruited through M-Turk, paid
$0.85, and randomly assigned to read one (of two) mock trial vignette. The pilot study took
approximately 16 minutes to complete (Mdn = 16.1 minutes). Of the 101 participants, four were
excluded for having a felony (n = 4), three were excluded for being non-citizens (n = 3), five
were excluded for being suspected bots/farmers (n = 5), and six were excluded for being outliers
(n = 6). The final sample (N = 83) was middle aged (M = 40.05, SD = 14.83), majority White
(77.1%, followed by 10.8% Hispanic/Latino, 8.4% Asian/Pacific Islander, 2.4% African
American, and 1.2% Other), majority male (52%), and educated (89% with an associate’s degree
or higher). A MANOVA determined there were no significant relationships between participant
demographic variables and their warmth or competence ratings (all F’s < 1.48, ns).
Materials and Procedure. Case Vignettes. After informed consent, participants were
randomly assigned to read one (of two) case vignettes (approximately 700 words in length). The
case vignettes were the same as previous iterations except for the removal of information that
attempted to reduce the impact of the case scenario on participants’ perceptions of the litigants’
warmth and competence (e.g., claims about defendant’s behavior at the time of equipment
purchase removed; see Table 1).
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Stereotype Content Measure. After reading the case vignette, participants completed the
same Stereotype Content Measure from previous iterations. The 15 item Warmth and 15 item
Competence subscales again had excellent reliability (all α’s > .90).
The Verdict Leaning and Demographics measures, as well as the Debriefing Form, were
the same as previous iterations.
Results and Discussion
A 2 (Warmth: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2 (Competence: Non-profit vs. For-profit) x 2
(Vignette: Version 1 vs. Version 2) mixed model ANOVA was run with Warmth and
Competence as the within-group factors and Vignette as a between group’s factor to assess
differences in participants’ warmth and competence ratings of the litigants in each of the
vignettes.
The omnibus three-way interaction was not significant, F(1, 81) = 1.65, ns, Ƞp2 = .02,
95% CI [0.01, 0.04], but as in the previous iteration, there was a significant two-way interaction
between warmth and competence, F(1, 81) = 57.35, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .42, 95% CI [0.26, 0.58],
suggesting that jurors’ warmth and competence perceptions of the non- and for-profit corporate
litigants interacted, but not as a function of the vignette version (see Appendix F Figure A-13).
Simple effects tests reveal that jurors perceived the non-profit corporate litigant as
significantly warmer than the for-profit corporate litigant t(82) = 6.34, p < .001, d = 0.69, 95%
CI [0.45, 0.93], but as equally competent as the for-profit corporate litigant, t(82) = -0.31, ns, d =
0.0326, 95% CI [-0.18, 0.25] (for all relevant means, see Appendix F Figure A-13).
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Although collapsed across vignettes the for- and non-profit did not differ in competence ratings, in vignette 2,
jurors perceived the for-profit plaintiff as significantly more competent than the non-profit defendant, t(39) = -2.82,
p = .007, d = 0.44., 95% CI [0.12, 0.77].
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Cross-tab analysis comparing the verdict preference split between the vignettes revealed
a significant interaction, in that the plaintiff won more verdicts than the defendant in both
vignette 1 and 2, but that the discrepancy between plaintiff and defendant verdicts was
significantly less in vignette 2 compared to vignette 1, χ2 (1, 79) = 7.04, p = .008, φ = -.30 (see
Appendix F Figure A-14).
The results of Pilot 1.8 suggest that the further simplified scenario facilitated the desired
differences in perceptions of the litigants’ warmth in vignette 1 and 2, but only the desired
differences in perceptions of the litigants’ competence in vignette 2 (there was no difference in
perceptions of competence in vignette 1; see footnote 10). More specifically, the non-profit
corporate litigant was perceived as warmer than the for-profit corporate litigant in vignette 1 and
vignette 2, and the for-profit corporate litigant was perceived are more competent than the nonprofit corporate litigant in vignette 2, but not vignette 1. Additionally, although the pattern of
warmth and competence ratings for the for-profit corporate litigants again approximated a lower
warmth, higher competence pattern, the ratings of the non-profit corporate litigants did not
approximate a high warmth, low competence pattern, as the ratings of the non-profit’s warmth
and competence in vignette 1 and 2 were roughly equivalent.
Verdict preferences between vignette 1 and 2 were significantly different, although overall favoring the plaintiff in both, the difference in plaintiff and defendant verdicts was much
narrower in vignette 2, when the defendant was perceived as significantly higher in warmth than
the plaintiff.
Pilot 1 General Discussion
First, the profit-status of a litigant can impact perceptions of the litigant’s warmth, and to
a lesser extent their competence. Perceptions of warmth and competence varied between
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vignettes along with the profit status in all but one iteration (i.e., Pilot 1.4 had a single marginally
significant difference in perceptions of competence in vignette 1). Second, details of the civil
lawsuit (i.e., allegations against a defendant from the plaintiff and vice versa) interact with the
profit status of a litigant to impact perceptions of warmth and competence. Between each
iteration, perceptions of the plaintiff and defendant’s warmth and competence shifted as changes
were made to the case scenario (i.e., 1.2 to 1.4) and/or the descriptions of the litigants themselves
(i.e., 1.5 to 1.8). Third, participants are likely to see both for- and non-corporate litigants with a
lower warmth and higher competence pattern, rather than a higher warmth and lower competence
pattern. No litigant in any of the iterations was perceived as higher in warmth and lower in
competence, but rather as having either equivalent warmth and competence, or lower warmth
and higher competence. This suggests that although non-profit corporate litigants can be
perceived as higher warmth and lower competence relative to their for-profit counterparts (e.g.,
Aaker et al., 2010), in terms of how their perceived level of warmth relates to their perceived
level of competence, they are likely to be perceived as either equally warm and competent, or
more similar to a for-profit corporation with lower warmth and higher competence. This calls
into question the utility of the profit-status manipulation for assessing the impact of high or low
warmth and competence on jurors’ judgments.
Finally, and relatedly, the overall results suggest perceived warmth is more malleable
than competence. Averaging across Pilot Study1 iterations and between vignettes, the change in
the litigants’ warmth ratings (M = 0.50, SD = 0.15) was significantly greater than the change in
the litigants’ competence ratings (M = 0.14, SD = 0.10), t(662) = 51.60, p < .001, d = 2.82, which
is consistent with the SCM literature suggesting that a target’s competence is perceived as more
diagnostic (and thus more enduring) than warmth (e.g., Fiske et al., 2007), and research
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demonstrating that stereotypical competence is resistant to change (e.g., Cuddy et al., 2005). The
relatively minimal shifts in perceived competence across Pilot Study 1 might explain why it was
difficult to alter the scenario/descriptions of the participants to produce a pattern of higher
warmth and lower competence perceptions. It might be the case that profit status alone is not a
strong enough manipulation to produce perceptions of lower competence for an entity such as a
corporation that has been in business for 10+ years (as was the case with the fictitious corporate
litigants in the case scenario). Thus, it might be necessary to explicitly manipulate the description
of the litigants’ warmth and competence to assess the impact of low versus high warmth and
competence on mock jurors’ judgments.
To this end, Pilot Study 2 tested explicit warmth and competence manipulations that were
designed to portray the companies as high or low warmth and high or low competence and
produce the specific perceptions of warmth and competence that would facilitate testing the
primary research questions and hypotheses regarding how variable warmth and competence
affect jurors’ decision-making process. As it is possible that the inability of the profit-status
manipulation to produce the desired warmth and competence perceptions related to the context in
which they were tested, Pilot Study 2 tested the explicit warmth and competence manipulations
(i.e., company descriptions that were intentionally designed to present as high or low warmth and
competence) alongside the profit-status manipulation. However, to help clarify whether non-and
for-profit corporate litigants can be viewed as something other than equally warm and
competent, or lower warmth and higher competence, the vignettes in Pilot Study 2 took place
outside of the context of a civil trial (i.e., the companies were presented individually, and not as
litigants involved in a civil lawsuit).
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Pilot Study 2
Pilot Study 2 assessed the explicit high and low warmth and competence manipulations
to be employed in the subsequent studies (i.e., Pilot Study 3 and the Main Experiment), as well
as the profit-status manipulations, de-contextualized from the civil case scenario. More
specifically, whereas Pilot Study 1 examined the impact of the profit status manipulation on
perceptions of the litigants’ warmth and competence, Pilot Study 2 assessed: 1) whether explicit
high warmth and high competence manipulations (i.e., unrelated to profit status) lead to
significantly higher perceptions of warmth and competence than explicit low warmth and low
competence manipulations, respectively; and 2) whether different versions of the manipulations
(e.g., two versions of a high warmth manipulation) produce equivalent warmth and competence
ratings to ensure the versions produced identical ratings of warmth and competence. Pilot Study
2 conformed to a 2 (Company: DB vs. B & B) x 2 (Profit Status: For-profit vs. Non-profit) x 2
(High Warmth: Version 1 vs. Version 2) x 2 (Low Warmth: Version 1 vs. Version 2) x 2 (High
Competence: Version 1 vs. Version 2) x 2 (Low Competence: Version 1 vs. Version 2) between
groups design.
Method
Participants. Jury eligible mock jurors (N = 508) recruited through M-Turk were paid
$0.20 and randomly assigned to read one of 64 company descriptions. Study completion time
was approximately six minutes (Mdn = 5.66 minutes). Of the 508 participants, 85 were excluded
from analyses for being non-citizens (n = 20), felons (n = 53), failing attention checks (n = 6), or
for being suspected bots/farmers (n = 17). The final sample (N = 423) was middle aged (M =
38.5, SD = 13.7), majority White (72%, followed by 5.4% Hispanic/Latino, 6.9% African
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American, 13% Asian/Pacific Islander, and 2.6% Other Race/ Ethnicity), majority female (52%),
and educated (72% with an associate’s degree or higher).
Materials and Procedure. Warmth and Competence Manipulations. After providing
informed consent, participants read one (of 64) randomly assigned company descriptions (which
ranged from 166-172 words) that described DB or B & B who was a for- or non-profit company
with High or Low Warmth and High or Low Competence. Within each company description,
participants read: one of two High Warmth manipulations (i.e., the company wants to combat
climate change vs. the company wants to rebuild the American middle class) or one of two Low
Warmth manipulations (i.e., the company fosters a culture of ruthless competition vs. has a ‘win
at all costs’ approach; see Appendix G). Additionally, participants read one of two High
Competence manipulations (e.g., they have a rare ability to stay ahead of the curve and sustain
continual growth vs. has been lauded as one of the ‘companies to watch’ in 2020) or one of two
Low Competence manipulations (i.e., has a history of mismanagement vs. has taken significant
losses and fails to meet objectives; see Appendix G). High and Low Warmth manipulations
ranged in length from 69-72 words, and the High and Low Competence manipulations ranged in
length from 54-57 words.
Corporate Stereotype Measure. The same measure from Pilot Study 1. Reliability
analyses indicate that the 15-item warmth and the 15-item competence subscales had excellent
reliability (all α’s > .90).
The Demographics measure was the same as Pilot Study 1.
Results and Discussion
The analyses aimed to detect differences in warmth and competence ratings between: a)
the two companies, DB and B & B; b) the high and low warmth and competence manipulations;
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c) the non- and for-profit corporate litigants; and d) the different versions of the high and low
warmth and competence manipulations. To proceed to Pilot Study 3, perceptions of warmth and
competence should differ only between the high and low warmth and high and low competence
manipulations, and should be approximately equivalent between the companies and each version
of high and low warmth and high and low competence.
To assess differences in participants’ warmth and competence perceptions of the two
litigants as a function of profit status and the explicit warmth and competence manipulations, a 2
(Company: DB vs. B & B) x 2 (Profit status: For-profit vs. Non-profit) x 2 (Warmth: High vs.
Low) x 2 (Competence: High vs. Low) MANOVA was conducted with warmth and competence
ratings as the dependent variables. The omnibus MANOVA revealed no significant higher-order
interaction effects, indicating that participants’ warmth and competence ratings did not differ as a
function of the company or, surprisingly, as a function of profit status (all F’s < 3.37, ns, see
Appendix F Figure A-1527). Conversely, there was a significant main effect of Warmth, F(1,
407) = 445.55, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .52, 95% CI [0.35, 0.69], as well as a significant main effect of
Competence, F(1, 407) = 275.00, p < .001, Ƞp2 = .40, 95% CI [0.25, 0.57] (see Appendix F
Figure A-16). These results indicate that the high warmth and high competence manipulations
produced significantly higher perceptions of warmth and competence than the low warmth and
low competence manipulations, respectively.
To assess whether participants’ warmth and competence perceptions differed between the
warmth and competence manipulations’ two versions, a series of independent sample’s t-tests

27

A small significant three-way interaction between Company, Warmth, and Competence emerged in the
Multivariate analysis, F(2, 406) = 3.37, p = .035, Ƞp2 = .02., 95% CI [0.00, 0.05]. However, between group’s
analyses revealed no significant differences in ratings of warmth, F(1, 407) = 0.68, ns, Ƞp2 = .002, 95% CI [0.00,
0.02], or competence, F(1, 407) = 3.00, ns, Ƞp2 = .007, 95% CI [0.00, 0.03], and thus this interaction is not reported
in the main results of Pilot Study 2.
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compared the warmth ratings of participants who received: a) High Warmth Version 1 vs. High
Warmth Version 2 and b) Low Warmth Version 1 vs. Low Warmth Version 2, and the
competence ratings of participants who received a) High Competence Version 1 vs. High
Competence Version 2 and b) Low Competence Version 1 vs. Low Competence Version 2.
These analyses revealed no significant differences between the warmth and competence
manipulation versions (all t’s < 1.36, ns, see Appendix F Figure A-17).28
Pilot 2 thus confirmed that there are no differences in perceptions of warmth and
competence as a function of which company is being rated or which version of the manipulations
participants receive, but that there are differences in perceptions of warmth and competence as a
function of whether they receive the high or low warmth and competence manipulations, as
desired.
Surprisingly, participants warmth and competence perceptions also did not differ as a
function of profit status, suggesting that profit status is not a strong enough indicator of warmth
or competence compared to the individuating information presented by the explicit warmth and
competence manipulations themselves. The results regarding profit status’s impact on
perceptions of warmth and competence across Pilot Study 1 and 2 indicate that a change in the
research design in the form of excluding the profit-status variable is appropriate.
At the outset of this research, the litigants’ profit-status was selected to be an independent
variable as an ostensibly useful warmth and competence manipulation because of the
juxtaposition it afforded between a stereotypically higher warmth and lower competence litigant
(i.e., a non-profit) against a stereotypically lower warmth and higher competence litigant (i.e., a
for-profit; e.g., Aaker et al., 2010). However, because the focus of this research is to assess how

28

These analyses were conducted separately from the Omnibus MANOVA because the number of variables in the
analysis crashed SPSS trying to compute the 8-way interaction.
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differences in warmth and competence affect jurors’ decision-making process with for-profit
corporate litigants, rather than the impact of profit-status specifically, this variable offers no
additional value over and above directly manipulating the litigants’ warmth and competence.
Thus, in Pilot Study 3 and the Main Experiment, the profit-status variable is excluded entirely,
and both litigants will be described as for-profits to assess whether variable warmth and
competence helps inform why mock jurors demonstrate bias against for-profit corporation
litigants (e.g., Hans, 1998).
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Appendix B
Pilot Study 1 Base Vignette
Opening Instructions
You are about to read about a real lawsuit between two corporations. The names and
company logos have been altered to help maintain confidentiality in this matter. In an effort to
avoid going to trial, which is often costly and unpredictable compared to a mutually agreed upon
settlement, the two parties have sought the assistance of researchers at John Jay College, asking
that we play a neutral role and help them assess where they stand in the eyes of jury eligible
individuals such as yourself. Although you will not be an actual juror in the trial, your opinion
does matter, as the results of this research will inform the pending mediation negotiations and
help the parties determine whether or not they can resolve the matter with a mediator, or whether
they will need to have a jury trial in the courts. Please pay close attention to the details of the
case and answer the follow-up questions carefully, and thoughtfully. Your effortful participation
is appreciated.
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v.
Plaintiff

Defendant

Overview:
This case involves a dispute between the Plaintiff, Databahn Systems (who will be
referred to simply as ‘Databahn), a non-[for-] profit corporation that specializes in the secure
storage of client data in the energy industry, and the Defendant, The Bits & Bites Company (who
will be referred to simply as Bits & Bites), a for- [non-] profit corporation that manufactures data
storage hardware. Plaintiff Databahn claims defendant Bits & Bites caused them to go bankrupt
in 2017 when a security breach of Databahn’s systems resulted in approximately 40,000 of
Databahn’s customers’ private data being stolen by an unknown third party, exposing the
customers to potential fraud. Databahn alleges that Bits & Bites negligently misrepresented how
secure their data storage hardware was, leading Databahn to unknowingly store their client’s data
on vulnerable devices. As a result of the data breach, Databahn went bankrupt trying to resolve
litigation with the customers whose data was stolen, and because their reputation as a data
storage corporation was irreparably damaged.
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Plaintiff
Databahn started in 2005 as a non- [for-] profit corporation based in Long Island City
with the stated goal of providing data storage software to individuals and companies operating in
the energy sector. Databahn’s stated mission was to provide accessible, inexpensive, and secure
data storage to its customers. By 2017, prior to when Databahn filed for bankruptcy, Databahn
had 80+ employees and an estimated value of $60 million.
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Defendant
Bits & Bites started in 2001 as a for- [non-] profit corporation based in Brooklyn with the
goal of manufacturing data storage equipment for data storage companies. Bits & Bite’s stated
mission is to provide the best and most secure data storage hardware in an ever-growing
technology reliant world where adequate data storage solutions are in short supply and lagging
behind the needs of individuals and businesses. Bits & Bites is still in operation today, with 180+
employees and an estimated value of $75 million.
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Case Facts
Databahn and Bits & Bites entered into an agreement in 2013, whereby Databahn
purchased 10 Bits & Bites data banks. Bits & Bites supplied the data banks, and included twoyears of tech support, service, and maintenance. Databahn opted not to extend the service and
maintenance package beyond the 2 years that was included in the purchase, and Bits & Bites last
serviced the equipment in 2015. In 2017, Databahn started to receive calls from customers
complaining about being exposed to fraud and wondering whether their personal identities and
finances had been compromised. Upon further inspection, Databahn realized a massive breach of
their systems had occurred, with over 40,000 customers’ highly sensitive personal and business
data being affected, including social security data, banking information such as credit card
numbers, and in some instances, client health records. The breach represented the entirety of data
stored on roughly 7 of the 10 data banks that Databahn purchased from Bits & Bites and is being
hailed by industry experts as one of the worst breaches of private data in recent history.
Databahn alleges that Bits & Bites negligently misrepresented the quality and security of
their products, marketing and selling them as more secure than they actually were. More
specifically, Databahn alleges that the breach happened because of an unsecured ‘back-door’ on
the data banks that Bits & Bites included so that it could conduct remote maintenance on the
machines. Databahn further alleges that Bits & Bite’s equipment was not secure because of
deficiency in the equipment, that Bits & Bites failed to notify them of the weaknesses in their
system as a result of their equipment, or of the potential vulnerability of the ‘maintenance
backdoor’ on the data banks to hacking from third parties. Databahn claims that as a result of this
alleged negligent misrepresentation, their clients’ data was compromised, and they went
bankrupt.
Bits & Bites argues that ‘maintenance back-doors’ are a common characteristics of data
banks/storage equipment in the industry that allow for rapid, cost effective equipment
maintenance (i.e., a technician does not need to be on-site for service or updates) and that there’s
no way they could have known that Databahn would need to be informed of the maintenance
backdoor’s existence. Bits & Bites argues that their data banks are industry leading in security
and as a result are one of the most widely used data storage devices in the world. Bits & Bites
goes on to claim that their data banks were not deficient, but that Databahn’s software and
firewalls were insecure, that there is no requirement that Bits & Bites must inform customers of
security weaknesses in the customer’s system when they buy data storage equipment from Bits &
Bites, and that Bits & Bites is not liable for the breach of Databahn’s clients’ data. Bits & Bites
argues that Databahn opted to not extend Bits & Bite’s maintenance services beyond 2015,
which might have helped prevent the breach. For these reasons, Bits & Bites claims Databahn
failed to adequately secure their own servers, and Bits & Bites claims they are not responsible
for the breach or Databahn’s bankruptcy.
An independent audit established that hackers did indeed access Databahn’s servers
through the ‘maintenance backdoor’ on Bits & Bite’s equipment, but that the breach could have
been avoided with adequate firewalls, security software, or servicing and maintenance.
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Databahn is asking that you find for them, and award $50 million in compensatory
damages. They believe this is fair as it reflects the value of the company at the time they entered
into the agreement ($35 million), plus the lost future revenue ($15 million). Databahn maintains
that if not for Bits & Bites faulty devices and negligent misrepresentation, they would still be a
trusted data storage company providing quality data storage services.
Bits & Bites is asking that you find for them, arguing that Databahn is merely trying to
blame others and recover money after failing as a business. They do not dispute the value of
Databahn at the time they entered the agreement, but maintain that Databahn’s bankruptcy is due
to their own deficient security software, not Bits & Bite’s data banks, and that Databahn’s future
lost revenues are grounded in fantasy because this would have happened to Databahn whether
they bought their data banks from Bits & Bites or someone else.
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Appendix C
Corporate Stereotype Measure
To what extent do you believe the Plaintiff Databahn (Defendant Bits & Bytes) is ________?
[Filler traits]
[PQ1. Needy] Needy
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ2. Greedy] Greedy
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ3. Outgoing] Outgoing
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ4. Shy] Shy
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ5. Assertive] Assertive
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ6. Social] Social
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
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3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ7. Dysfunctional] Dysfunctional
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ8. Sensitive] Sensitive
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ9. Stable] Stable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ10. Private] Private
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[Warmth related traits]
[PQ11. Righteous] Righteous
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ12. Respectful] Respectful
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
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4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ13. Honest] Honest
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ14. Trustworthy] Trustworthy
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ15. Sincere] Sincere
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ16. Caring] Caring
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ17. Warm] Warm
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ18. Good-natured] Good-natured
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely
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[PQ19. Kind] Kind
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ20. Moral] Moral
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[Competence related traits]
[PQ21. Effective] Effective
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ22. Efficient] Efficient
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ23. Competent] Competent
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ24. Intelligent] Intelligent
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ25. Logical] Logical
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ26. Independent] Independent
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ27. Competitive] Competitive
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ28. Productive] Productive
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ29. Skillful] Skillful
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ30. Capable] Capable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

Bonus Q’s Borrowed from Axios/Harris poll of Top 100 corporations
[PQ31. Bonus 1PL Ethics] The Plaintiff, __________, seems like they maintain high ethical

standards
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ32. Bonus 2 PL Value] The Plaintiff, ___________, seems like they share my values
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ33. Bonus 3 PL causes] The Plaintiff, ___________, seems like they support good causes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ34. Bonus 4 Def Ethics] The Defendant, __________, seems like they maintain high ethical

standards
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ35. Bonus 5 Def Value] The Defendant, ___________, seems like they share my values
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ36. Bonus 6 Def causes] The Defendant, ___________, seems like they support good causes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ37. Bonus 7 PL Growth] The Plaintiff, __________, seems like they have a strong prospect

for future growth
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ38. Bonus 8 PL Products] The Plaintiff, ___________, seems like they offer high value

products and services
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ39. Bonus 9 Def Growth] The Defendant, __________, seems like they have a strong

prospect for future growth
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ40. Bonus 10 Def Products] The Defendant, ___________, seems like they offer high value

products and services
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ41. For profit unethical] Generally speaking, what attributes would you associate with a for-

profit corporation that breaks the law or behaves unethically?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
[PQ42. Non profit unethical] Generally speaking, what attributes would you associate with a

non-profit corporation that breaks the law or behaves unethically?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
[PQ43. For profit ethical] Generally speaking, what attributes would you associate with a for-

profit corporation that always follows the law and behaves ethically?
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______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________

[PQ44. Non profit unethical] Generally speaking, what attributes would you associate with a

non-profit corporation that always follows the law and behaves ethically?
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix D
Demographics Questionnaire

[PQ1. Gender] Gender:
1. Male
2. Female
[PQ2. Age] Age: _______
[PQ3. Race] What is your race or ethnicity?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

African American
Asian / Pacific Islander
White
Hispanic / Latino
Other-race / ethnicity ______________

[PQ4. Felony] Have you every been convicted of a felony?

1. Yes
2. No
[PQ5. Citizen] For the purpose of determining jury eligibility, are you a U.S. citizen?

1. Yes
2. No
[PQ6. Education] What is the highest level of education you have achieved?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Less than high school
High school graduate
Trade school
Some college
Associates degree
College Graduate
Some graduate school
Post College grad/Master’s degree
Ph.D./M.D./J.D.

[PQ7. Field of Study] If you received any education or training beyond high school, what was

your primary field of study (if no education beyond high school, write NA)?
___________________________________
[PQ8. Employment status] What is your current employment status?
1. Employed Full-time (usually work 35 hours per week or more)
2. Employed Part-time (usually work less than 35 hours per week)
3. Homemaker
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4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Student
Disabled
Retired
Unemployed, not looking for work
Unemployed, looking for work

[PQ9. Home] Do you:
1. Rent
2. Own
3. Live with homeowners
[PQ10. Marital status] Are you:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Married
Living with someone
Divorced
Separated
Never married
Widowed

[PQ11. Income] What is your household’s average yearly income?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Less than $15,000 yearly income
$15,001 - 25,000 yearly income
$25,001 - 50,000 yearly income
$50,001 - 75,000 yearly income
$75,001 - 100,000 yearly income
More than $100,001 yearly income

[PQ12. Business] Have you ever owned a business?

1. Yes, I currently own a business
2. Yes, I owned a business in the past
3. No, never owned a business
[PQ13. Political orientation] How would you describe yourself politically?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Conservative
Moderate
Liberal
Progressive
Libertarian
Other

[PQ14. Opinion of corporations] What is your general opinion of large American for-profit

corporations?
1. Very positive opinion of for-profit corporations
2. Somewhat positive opinion of for-profit corporations
3. No opinion on for-profit corporations
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4. Somewhat negative opinion of for-profit corporations
5. Very negative opinion of for-profit corporations
[PQ15. Opinion of non-profits] What is your general opinion of large American non-profit

corporations?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Very positive opinion of non-profit corporations
Somewhat positive opinion of non-profit corporations
No opinion on non-profit corporations
Somewhat negative opinion of non-profit corporations
Very negative opinion of non-profit corporations
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Appendix E
Debriefing Form for Mechanical Turk Workers
Thank you for participating in this study! We would like to explain more now about its purpose.
We are interested in how extralegal factors (i.e., legally irrelevant) factors affect civil jurors’
judgments. More specifically, we are interested in examining people’s stereotypes of for-profit
corporate litigants. We were particularly interested in how different perceptions of a corporate
litigants’ ‘warmth’ might make potential jurors judge a for-profit corporate litigant differently.
To achieve this goal, the experiment involved the use of deception. To investigate this, we had
you read information suggesting the civil lawsuit was real, and that your judgments would help
the parties involved decide whether to proceed to trial or to settle out of court. In order to assess
how people might judge a for-profit corporate litigant differently, we designed this lawsuit
scenario ourselves to investigate how people react. Thus, the lawsuit you read about is not
actually based on a real lawsuit and the companies are fictitious.
Thus, do not assume that the information you were given was, in fact, real information. We
designed this scenario ourselves to investigate how people react to them. It was important to
make participants believe that this was real information when they made their judgments in order
for us to test how these beliefs might affect legal judgments.
We have an important request of you. Data collection for this experiment is ongoing. For this
reason, please do not post or discuss the details of this study to other MTurk workers. Knowing
anything about the details of this study (especially that the lawsuit is not real) could influence
them to respond very differently than they would otherwise, which has the potential to invalidate
our scientific study. This is very important, because we need participants’ responses to be true
reflections of their opinions. Studies just like this are published in the scientific community and
are often presented to the Supreme Court in legal briefs to help them make legal decisions. So, it
is really important that participants do not have information about the study beforehand that
might influence their responses.
Thank you again for your participation! If you have any questions or are interested in receiving
further information concerning this study, we’d be happy to talk with you. If negative feelings
incurred from participation in this study persist, please feel free to contact us via e-mail at
chstone@jjay.cuny.edu. Thank you again for your participation.
Sincerely,
Dr. Charles B. Stone
Assistant Professor, John Jay College of Criminal Justice
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Appendix F
Pilot Study 1 and 2 Figures
Figure A-1
Pilot 1.1 Participants’ Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes
(vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right panel).
Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Figure A-2
Pilot 1.2 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits
& Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Figure A-3
Pilot 1.3 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits
& Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Figure A-4
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Note. Participants’ verdict preferences in vignette 1 (non-profit plaintiff Databahn
and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes) and vignette 2 (for-profit plaintiff Databahn
and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes).
* p = .06.
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Figure A-5
Pilot 1.4 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits
& Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.

Figure A-6
Pilot 1.4 Participants’ Plaintiff or Defendant Verdict Leanings
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Note. Participants’ verdict preferences in vignette 1 (non-profit plaintiff Databahn
and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes) and vignette 2 (for-profit plaintiff Databahn
and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes).
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Figure A-7
Pilot 1.5 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits &
Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
* p < .05. *** p < .001.

Figure A-8
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Note. Participants’ verdict preferences in vignette 1 (non-profit plaintiff Databahn
and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes) and vignette 2 (for-profit plaintiff Databahn
and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes).
* p < .05.
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Figure A-9
Pilot 1.6 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits
& Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
*** p < .001.

Figure A-10
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Note. Participants’ verdict preferences in vignette 1 (non-profit plaintiff Databahn
and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes) and vignette 2 (for-profit plaintiff Databahn
and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes).

201

Figure A-11
Pilot 1.7 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits
& Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
*** p < .001.

Figure A-12
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Note. Participants’ verdict preferences in vignette 1 (non-profit plaintiff Databahn
and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes) and vignette 2 (for-profit plaintiff Databahn
and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes).
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Figure A-13
Pilot 1.8 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings Across Vignettes
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Note. Participants’ mean warmth and competence ratings of non-profit plaintiff Databahn and for-profit defendant Bits &
Bytes (vignette 1; left panel) and for-profit plaintiff Databahn and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes (vignette 2; right
panel). Error bars reflect the respective standard error of the mean.
* p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Figure A-14
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Note. Participants’ verdict preferences in vignette 1 (non-profit plaintiff Databahn
and for-profit defendant Bits & Bytes) and vignette 2 (for-profit plaintiff Databahn
and non-profit defendant Bits & Bytes).
** p < .01.
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Figure A-15
Pilot 2 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings by Company and Profit Status
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Note. DB = Databahn, B & B = Bits & Bytes.
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Figure A-16
Pilot 2 Participants’ Mean Warmth and Competence Ratings of High versus Low Conditions
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Note. High = High warmth or competence conditions; Low = low warmth or competence
conditions.
*** p < .001.
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Figure A-17
Pilot 2 Participants’ Mean Ratings of Warmth and Competence Between Manipulation Versions
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Appendix G
Warmth and Competence Manipulations
High Warmth Manipulations
1. [company name]’s stated mission is to combat climate change by advancing the
renewable energy sector and building a better America for future generations.
a. [company name] funds their endeavors
b. [company name]’s charitable contributions have helped innovate such things as
more efficient solar panel and atmospheric pollution reduction technology, and
they have been touted as one of America’s “most charitable” organizations for
their donations and continual efforts in the community.
2. [company name]’s stated mission is to help the disappearing American middle class by
elevating people, building a stronger society and organization by investing in people and
their families.
a. [company name] funds their endeavors
b. [company name]’s emphasis on helping people has led to their reputation as one
of the country’s “most fulfilling” organizations to work for, in part because its
employees enjoy nation leading compensation packages and paid time off.
Low Warmth Manipulations
From their inception, [company name] has taken a ‘win at all costs’ approach with an
aggressive business model, including hostile takeovers of smaller organizations to
dissolve and eliminate potential competitors.
a. [company name]’s approach to business relies on
b. [company name]’s business strategy has left them with few allies in the industry,
as their CEO claims that in business as in life “it’s better to be fierce than
friendly”.
2. [company name] is known for its ‘type A’ culture, with former employees describing the
company as ‘fundamentally immoral’. This culture fosters an environment of ruthless
competition from the lowest level employee to the executive officers.
a. [company name]’s approach to business relies on
b. [company name] claims this type A culture is the best approach to business, but
they have been criticized widely for past actions some say are ‘borderline illegal’.
High Competence Manipulations
1. [company name] has been lauded by industry experts as one of big tech’s “Tech
Companies to Watch in 2020” for their rapid expansion, demonstrated ability to generate
impressive revenues, and consistently accomplishing the organization’s objectives. They
have nearly doubled their share of the market in the past five years, something only a few
others have ever done.
2. [company name] has been recognized by outlets such as Forbes and the Wall Street
Journal for their nearly unmatched degree of success, growing year after year. Industry
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experts claim their success is owed to a rare skill set, such as their demonstrated ability to
stay ahead of competitors, seeing trends before they happen and capitalizing on
opportunities.
Low Competence Manipulations
1. Industry analysts are skeptical of [company name]’s viability as an organization for their
continual ‘mismanagement, and inability or unwillingness to adapt to an ever-changing
market’. They have experienced significant financial difficulties, and had their credit
rating downgraded last year after failing to meet their financial projections the past three
years in a row.
2. [company name] has been criticized for taking significant losses over the years and for
consistently failing to meet their organization’s objectives. Industry analysts suggest they
get in over their head because of poor planning and bad decision-making. Experts suggest
their prospects for the future are dim as the organization shrinks year after year.
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Appendix H
Pilot 3 Case Introduction and Scenario
Introduction
You are about to read about a real lawsuit pending in the Southern District of New York. The
names and company logos have been altered to help maintain confidentiality in this matter. In an
effort to avoid going to trial, which is often costly and unpredictable compared to a mutually
agreed upon settlement, the two parties have sought the assistance of researchers at John Jay
College, asking that we play a neutral role and help them assess where they stand in the eyes of
jury eligible individuals such as yourself.
Although you will not be an actual juror in the trial, your opinion does matter, as the results of
this research will inform the pending mediation negotiations and help the parties determine
whether or not they can resolve the matter with a mediator, or whether they will need to have a
jury trial in the courts.
Please pay close attention to the details of the case and answer the follow-up questions carefully,
and thoughtfully. Your effortful participation is appreciated.
Factual Summary
On January 25th, 2017, Databahn (the plaintiff) identified a massive breach of their systems had
occurred.
Databahn alleges the breach occurred as the result of a ‘maintenance backdoor’ on the data
storage hardware that Databahn used to store their customers’ data.
Databahn purchased ten (10) of the storage devices in question from B & B (the defendant) in
2014, as well as two-years of tech support, maintenance, and security services. Databahn did not
extend the service and security package beyond the 2 years, and B & B last serviced the
equipment in December 2016. At the end of the contract, B & B was to perform security updates
on a ‘per incident’ (i.e., as requested) basis.
As a result of the breach, Databahn reports having spent a significant sum of money settling
lawsuits with customers whose data was stolen by the hackers, and a loss of business as a result
of their damaged reputation.
Databahn is suing B & B, arguing that their negligence is the cause of the breach. More
specifically, Databahn alleges B & B was negligent in their duties as their security provider,
failing to provide secure devices, adequately secure the devices at the end of the contract, or give
Databahn the opportunity to secure it themselves, directly causing damage to Databahn
financially.
B & B argues that Databahn is trying to scapegoat them to recover money. More specifically, B
& B claims they performed their duties more than adequately and are not responsible for the
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breach, that Databahn’s IT department was responsible for system security at the time of the
breach and that it is Databahn’s own negligence, not B & B, that is responsible for the breach.
Opening Statements

Databahn's Opening Statement:
In early 2017, a digital attack led to nearly all of Databahn’s customers’ highly sensitive personal
and business data being stolen by hackers; this was one of the worst breaches of private data in
industry history.
The breach happened because of a ‘maintenance backdoor’ on the data storage hardware that
Databahn purchased from the defendant, B & B, in 2014. ‘Backdoors’ are access points in
hardware and software that can be used for remote access. Backdoors, especially ones that can’t
be closed, mean weakened system security, and are a prime target for hackers.
B & B was negligent when Databahn purchased the equipment in 2014, which they claimed was
‘virtually impenetrable’-- They sold insecure equipment and either didn’t realize it, or didn’t
care. They were more concerned about making a sale than providing a secure product.
Additionally, B & B was negligent when their contract expired in December 2016, when they
failed to secure these vulnerabilities by closing the back doors, or give Databahn enough
opportunity to secure them on their own. This was done out of spite when Databahn did not
renew B & B’s security contract because they weren’t happy with the service overall, they had
their own IT department, and B & B was trying to raise prices.
Because of B & B’s negligence, Databahn was hacked, and has suffered millions in damages.
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B & B's Opening Statement:
Databahn is trying to ‘pass the buck’ in bad faith, and place blame for the breach on B & B, who
they see as an easy target, rather than take responsibility for the harm to their customers. They’re
scapegoating, plain and simple, to recover their own losses. Databahn was asking for steep
discounts and simply didn’t want to pay for quality security. Ultimately, Databahn’s customers
paid the price of their own negligence.
Databahn’s breach occurred because their IT department failed to secure their own system, and
they are solely responsible for their data being stolen by hackers.
Maintenance backdoors are not only common, but most of the time necessary features in modern
technology. They allow for remote maintenance, system updates, and security checks, and they
are everywhere.
B & B’s equipment is secure, but like most technology, it must be properly maintained.
Databahn’s IT department is to blame, not B & B.
B & B never acted negligently or out of spite. In fact, B & B provided Databahn with the
information they needed to secure their system as B & B had done for years.
B & B is not responsible for the breach; Databahn knows they failed to secure their own system
and that they are responsible for their own losses. They merely want B & B to pay for their bad
decisions.
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Evidence

Databahn's Evidence:

Plaintiff Witness #1: Joe Cressman; IT System Analyst & Expert
Mr. Cressman testified that:
•
•
•

The B & B devices were sold with a vulnerability, a ‘maintenance backdoor’
Access through the backdoor enabled ‘superuser’ access to all applications, system
settings, and stored data
Hackers managed to steal Databahn’s customer’s information remotely through the
unsecured backdoor

The defense attorney cross examined Mr. Cressman, and asked whether B & B’s data
storage devices were inherently vulnerable or if they could be secured
Mr. Cressman responded:
•

The storage devices have an inherent vulnerability, but they could be relatively secured
with frequent updating and almost constant monitoring. He added, in his opinion, this
type of backdoor cannot actually be ‘closed’, meaning they’re always somewhat insecure
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Databahn's Evidence cont'd:

Plaintiff Witness #2: Ryan Ashby; Databahn Employee, IT Department
Mr. Ashby testified that:
•
•
•

•

Databahn discovered the backdoor was unsecured during penetration testing on January
1st after taking over security from B & B, and they emailed B & B the same day
Databahn expected the door would be closed at the end of B & B’s contract, as Databahn
didn’t need remote access, making the backdoor an unnecessary vulnerability
B & B sent a manual on January 6th explaining techniques to ‘harden’ security, but not
how to close the door
There was nothing Databahn could do to fully secure the devices
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Databahn's Evidence cont'd:

Emails & Documents
Emails recovered during the discovery process for this litigation showed:
•

•

B & B employees saying “just reset to system default, let them figure it out…” and
“okay…I hope they don’t regret that!” in discussing how to configure the system before
Databahn assumed control, and Databahn not renewing B & B’s security contract,
respectively
The manual B & B sent stated “Although some methods…provide a higher level of
security than others, complete protection from security breaches is almost impossible to
achieve.”
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B & B's Evidence:
Defense Witness #1: Jim Sangiorgio; IT System Analyst & Expert
Mr. Sangiorgio testified that:
•
•
•
•

Maintenance backdoors are very common; Almost all enterprise-level IT hardware, such
as B & B’s devices and most modern technology, have these holes
Backdoors are often necessary components for maintenance, updates, and security
The ability to secure these devices comes down to the IT department’s ability to keep it
secure, rather than the security of the devices themselves
Databahn’s breach likely would have occurred whether they bought their storage devices
from B & B or someone else
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B & B's Evidence Cont'd:
Defense Witness #2: Steve Quinney; B & B Employee, IT Department
Mr. Quinney testified that:
•
•
•
•

B & B successfully secured Databahn’s system from 2014 until December 2016, which
involved remotely accessing the devices for service and security updates
When Databahn asked, B & B provided the most up-to-date manual on how to secure the
system
B & B continued to answer questions and provide assistance after their service contract
had ended
Databahn’s IT department seemed unsure of themselves

The plaintiff’s attorney cross-examined Mr. Quinney, and asked why the backdoor was not
closed when the service contract ended.
Mr. Quinney responded:
•
•

Databahn did not request the backdoor be closed until after the contract expired; it’s not a
typical request
The earliest available date for a technician to get out there to try to close the door was the
end of January.
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B & B's Evidence Cont'd:
Emails & Documents
Emails recovered during the discovery process for this litigation showed:
•

•

Email from one Databahn executive to another saying “what about B & B? What’s the
deal there?’; “Good call, they were the last ones to touch it other than us..” in discussing
how to recoup losses
Databahn IT employees asking B & B to “clarify this manual”; apparently not
understanding how to follow the published manual on how to secure the equipment
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Closing Arguments

Databahn's Closing Argument:

•

•

•
•

•
•

B & B negligently sold Databahn inherently insecure devices; they had a maintenance
backdoor that could not be fully secured, and hackers used it to access and steal customer
data
B & B was spiteful Databahn ended the security contract, and negligently did not close
the backdoor when the service contract with B & B expired, or provide timely assistance
to close the door
B & B did not appear to know how to fully secure their own product and close the
maintenance backdoor
Because of their negligence as a security service provider and equipment manufacturer,
Databahn’s customers’ information was stolen, and Databahn’ has spent approximately
$18,000,000 ($18 million) compensating customers.
B & B had a duty to Databahn, they were negligent, and their negligence is directly
responsible for these damages.
Databahn asks that on the verdict form, you answer ‘Yes, B & B was negligent’.
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B & B's Closing Argument:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Plaintiff Databahn bears the burden of proof, and they have not shown that B & B was
negligent in any way; most devices have backdoors, and Databahn failed to secure them
Backdoors are a common and often necessary component of modern technological
devices
Databahn is scapegoating B & B, who they see as an easy target to recoup their losses for
their own failure
Databahn’s IT department should have known the backdoors would need securing and
how to follow the manual to secure them
The breach would have happened to Databahn whether they bought their equipment from
B & B or some other company
B & B had a duty to Databahn, and performed that duty more than adequately
Databahn’s negligence is responsible for their damages
B & B asks that on the verdict form you select “No, B & B was not negligent”
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Appendix I
Jury Instructions
General Introductory Remarks
Juror, you are now at the portion of the trial when you are instructed on the law applicable to the
case and after which you will render your final judgments. You have heard all evidence
introduced by the parties and through arguments of the attorneys you have learned the
conclusions which each party believes should be drawn from the evidence presented to you.
You are bound to accept the law as described here, whether or not you agree with it. You should
not consider or accept any advice about the law from any other source.
In deciding how much weight you choose to give the testimony of any particular witness,
there is no specific formula that can be used. The tests used in your everyday affairs to decide the
reliability or unreliability of statements made to you by others are the tests you will apply. The
items to be taken into consideration in determining the weight you will give to the testimony of a
witness include the interest or lack of interest of the witness in the outcome of the case, the bias
or prejudice of the witness, and the probability or improbability of the witness’ testimony when
considered in the light of all the other evidence in the case.
If it appears that there is a conflict in the evidence, you will have to consider whether the
apparent conflict can be reconciled by fitting the different versions together. If, however, that is
not possible, you will then have to decide which of the conflicting versions you will accept.
It is for you, and you alone, to decide whether the Plaintiff has sustained the burden of proof on
its claims. If you find that the Plaintiff has proven its claim, then you should return a verdict in
its favor. If you find that the Plaintiff failed to sustain its burden on any element of its claims,
then you should return a verdict in favor of the Defendant.
Instruction 1: Evidence
There is what is called direct and circumstantial evidence. An example of “direct evidence” is
when a witness testifies about something that the witness knows through his own senses—
something the witness has seen, felt, touched, heard or done. If a witness testified that he saw it
raining outside, and you believed him, that would be direct evidence that it was raining. Another
form of direct evidence is an exhibit demonstrating the fact to be proved.
“Circumstantial evidence” is proof of one or more facts from which you could find another fact
to be true. You should consider both kinds of evidence that are presented to you. The law makes
no distinction in the weight to be given to either direct or circumstantial evidence. You are to
decide how much weight to give any evidence.
Instruction 2: Claims
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Negligence
Under New York law, in order to recover damages on a claim for negligence, the plaintiff
Databahn must show (1) the existence of a duty on defendant B & B’s part as to plaintiff
Databahn; (2) a breach of this duty; and (3) injury to the plaintiff Databahn as a result of this
breach of duty.
That is, to establish a claim of negligence, Databahn must prove by a preponderance of the
evidence that the B & B’s negligence directly caused Databahn to suffer a foreseeable harm.
In this case, plaintiff Databahn claims defendant B & B was negligent in its duties by failing to
secure Databahn’s systems or give them the opportunity to secure it themselves, through
providing insecure hardware and/or negligent performance as their security provider.
To establish a fact by a preponderance of the evidence means to prove that the fact is more likely
true than not true. After weighing all of the evidence, if you cannot decide that something is
more likely to be true than not true, you must conclude that the party did not prove it.
So long as you find that the scales tip, however slightly, in favor of Databahn—that what
Databahn claims is more likely true than not true—then that element will have been proved by a
preponderance of evidence. If you find that the scale is balanced – maybe yes, maybe no – you
must find for B & B. Likewise, if the scale does not tip in favor of Databahn – that plaintiff
Databahn’s claims are more likely untrue than true – you must find for defendant B & B.
Instruction 3: Compensatory Damages
If you find for Databahn on its negligence claim, you must determine the amount of damages
Databahn sustained. You must render a verdict in a sum of money that will justly and fairly
compensate Databahn for all losses resulting from the injuries sustained. This type of damage is
referred to as compensatory damages, which are intended to compensate the plaintiff for injuries
sustained as a direct result of the defendant’s conduct.
In determining compensatory damages for Databahn’s negligence claim, you should award
damages based only on what Databahn lost as a result of the breach. A plaintiff is entitled to be
compensated only for the injuries the plaintiff actually suffered. A plaintiff is to be made whole,
but it is not entitled to be put in a better condition than it would be in had the wrong not been
committed.
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Appendix J
Case Outcome/Verdict Measure
[PQ1. Verdict] Was Defendant B & B negligent in performing its duties as the security provider
in such a way that it caused harm to Plaintiff Databahn?
1. Yes, B & B was negligent _________
2. No, B & B was not negligent ________
[PQ2. In considering who is responsible for the breach, out of 100%, please state the amount of
percentage of negligence you attribute to Databahn and the amount of percentage of negligence
you attribute to B & B. The two amounts must add up to 100%.
Databahn’s negligence_________%
B & B’s negligence__________%

Damages Measure
[PQ1. Comp] Do you believe the Plaintiff is entitled to compensatory damages?
1. Yes
2. No

[PQ2. Damages] If you believe the Plaintiff should win this case, what compensatory damages are

they owed?
$0------------------------------------------$10,000,000------------------------------------------$20,000,000
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Appendix K
Affect Measure
You will now take a measure of your emotions to see how you are feeling right now when
thinking about (Plaintiff Databahn or Defendant B & B) and after going through the case
materials. For each emotion below, select the response that best describes how you are feeling
right now, answering the statement: (Plaintiff Databahn or Defendant B & B) makes me feel _
____________.
[PQ1. Happy] Happy
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ2. Sad] Sad
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ3. Angry] Angry
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ4. Mad] Mad
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ5. Hostile] Hostile
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
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4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ6. Irritable] Irritated
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ7. Pity] Pity
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ8. Contempt] Contempt
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ9. Disgusted] Disgust
1. Not at all
2. Somewhat
3. Neutral
4. Very
5. Extremely
[PQ10. Symp for PL] Please indicate how much sympathy you feel for the (Plaintiff Databahn or
Defendant B& B). Negative numbers indicate negative feelings, positive numbers show positive
feelings, and 0 reflects indifference.
-100------------------------------------------0-----------------------------------------------+100
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Appendix L
Causal Attribution Measure
On a scale of 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree), please indicate the extent to which you
agree with the following claims made by the plaintiff Databahn and defendant B & B in the case:
1
Strongly
Disagree

2
Disagree

3
Somewhat
Disagree

4
Neither
Disagree
nor Agree

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

DB’s claims (95 words)
1. Defendant B & B was spiteful for not getting rehired, and didn’t close the back door or
give Databahn time to do it themselves
2. Defendant B & B is not an effective security provider; they failed to fully secure their
own equipment
3. Defendant B & B knew their data storage hardware was inherently insecure, but cared
more about making the sale than the security of their clients’ data
4. Defendant B & B didn’t know how to close the backdoor on their own devices, the only
way to truly secure the product
BB’s claims (95 words)
1. Plaintiff Databahn’s IT department was not prepared to secure their own system once
they took over security
2. Plaintiff Databahn couldn’t follow the manual defendant B & B provided, causing their
system to be insecure and their data to be hacked
3. Plaintiff Databahn is scapegoating B & B who they see as an easy target, to get someone
else to pay for their breach instead of taking responsibility
4. Plaintiff Databahn cares more about their bottom line than their customers’ data; if they
cared about their customers, they would have renewed the contract
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Appendix M
Warmth and Competence Manipulation Check
To what extent do you believe the Plaintiff (Defendant) Databahn (Bits & Bytes), is ________?
[Warmth related traits]
[PQ1. Honest] Honest
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ2. Trustworthy] Trustworthy
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ3. Caring] Caring
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ4. Moral] Moral
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[Competence related traits]
[PQ5. Stable] Stable
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ6. Effective] Effective
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ7. Competent] Competent
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ8. Logical] Logical
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ9. Productive] Productive
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ10. Skillful] Skillful
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

Bonus Questions’s Borrowed from Axios/Harris poll of Top 100 corporations
[PQ11. Bonus 1PL Ethics] The Plaintiff, Databahn, seems like they maintain high ethical

standards
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ12. Bonus 2 PL Value] The Plaintiff, Databahn, seems like they share my values
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ13. Bonus 3 PL causes] The Plaintiff, Databahn, seems like they support good causes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ14. Bonus 4 Def Ethics] The Defendant, Bits & Bytes, seems like they maintain high ethical

standards
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ15. Bonus 5 Def Value] The Defendant, Bits & Bytes, seems like they share my values
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ16. Bonus 6 Def causes] The Defendant, Bits & Bytes, seems like they support good causes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ17. Bonus 7 PL Growth] The Plaintiff, Databahn, seems like they have a strong prospect for

future growth
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ18. Bonus 8 PL Products] The Plaintiff, Databahn, seems like they offer high value products

and services
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ19. Bonus 9 Def Growth] The Defendant, Bits & Bytes, seems like they have a strong

prospect for future growth
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely

[PQ20. Bonus 10 Def Products] The Defendant, Bits & Bytes, seems like they offer high value

products and services
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all
Somewhat
Neutral
Very
Extremely
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Appendix N
Pilot Study 3 Confusion and Purpose Check
1. Did you find anything confusing about the jury instructions? If so, what?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
2. Did you find anything confusing about the lawsuit/case between Databahn and Bits &
Bytes? If so, what?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
3. Do you have any other comments or feedback about this study?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
4. Finally, what do you believe the purpose of the study was?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix O
Main Experiment Power Analysis
Fritz and MacKinnon (2007) established the requisite sample sizes for .80 power using a
variety of approaches to mediation, including percentile bootstrap mediation (i.e., the type of
mediation employed by Hayes, 2013; 2017, in his PROCESS macro which I use in the present
research). In their work, the .80 power relates to detection of a single indirect effect given
variable combinations of small (.14), halfway (.26), medium (.39), and large (.59) coefficients
for path a (i.e., the path from focal predictor X to mediating variable M) and b (i.e., the path
from mediating variable M to dependent variable Y) collapsing across possible values of c' (i.e.,
the effect of X on Y with M in the model). From their analyses, the requisite sample size for .8
power is inversely related to the size of path’s a and b; the stronger path’s a and b, the smaller
the sample needed for .80 power. As such, the largest required sample (N = 558) occurred when
both a and b were small (i.e., .14). However, when either path a or b increased to halfway (i.e.,
.26), the required sample size for .8 power drops considerably (N = 412). Thus, samples upward
of 400 would be able to detect effects with small to medium relationships between X and M (i.e.,
a) and M and Y (i.e., b), for single mediator models.
Ma and Zeng (2014) ran simulations for a three parallel mediator model, varying the size
of the ai and bi path coefficients to be small, medium, or large effects and the sample size (100,
200, or 500) to assess the impact on power and Type 1 Error rates. The simulation analyses
revealed that when the sample size was 500, all combination of effect sizes for the ai and bi paths
had sufficient power (> .80) with one exception: when path coefficients for both a and b were
small, the power to detect the effect was .77. Additionally, in this scenario (i.e., small path
coefficients), the Type 1 Error rate also increased along with sample size, particularly with small
effect sizes (this was not an issue with medium or larger effect sizes). The takeaway from Ma
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and Zeng’s study is that samples of N = 500 or larger are sufficiently powered for mediated
effects with small to large path coefficients in three-mediator models, but that if the coefficients
for both path a and path b are small for one of the mediator, power may be close-to but < .80,
and the incidence of Type 1 errors will be higher (albeit still < .05). If there are medium to large
effects on path’s a and b, the Type 1 Error rate will be low, and the model sufficiently powered,
to detect indirect effects through all three mediators.
Schoemann, Boulton, and Short (2017) created an application that runs Monte Carlo
simulations to determine power given specific sample sizes and vice versa with specific user
inputs (i.e.., standardized path coefficients or correlations and standard deviations of model
variables) 29. Additionally, the simulation application can be run for simple mediation (i.e., with
a single mediator), or for more complex mediation (i.e., two parallel or two serial mediators).
Monte Carlo simulations involve drawing a large number (e.g., 5000) of random samples from
the population defined by the alternate/research hypothesis (H1), fitting the hypothesized model,
and comparing the proportion of samples that reject the null hypothesis (H0) to the total number
of samples (Schoemann et al.). I ran the application twice, once for a simple mediation model,
and one for a complex parallel mediation model (with two mediators), using the most
conservative correlation estimates from Pilot Study 3 (e.g., using the variables with the smallest
relationships, Plaintiff Warmth (X), B & B is the cause (M1), and proportion of negligence
attributed to B & B (Y)). Using this approach, a sample of N = 355 would provide .80 power in
this simple mediation scenario. In the complex parallel mediation model simulation, adding
another mediator with the smallest relationships to other variables (i.e., pity/sympathy toward the
plaintiff (M2)), a sample of N = 390 would have power of .80 in this complex mediation

29

The application is available online at https://schoemanna.shinyapps.io/mc_power_med/
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scenario, suggesting an additional n = 35 participants accounts for the additional power needed
with one additional mediator.
Review of these three studies suggests that with the relationships (i.e., found in Pilot
Study 3) amongst the proposed mediation model variables (see Figure 4A), a sample of at least N
= 500 will provide sufficient power with the four parallel mediator model to find even the
smallest indirect effects.
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Appendix P
Main Study Additional Feedback Question
1. Did you have any problems with the videos? If so, what?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
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Appendix Q
Main Study Manipulation Check
1. At the beginning of the study, Plaintiff Databahn was described as ______________.
a. Wanting to combat climate change
b. Wanting to help restore the disappearing American Middle Class
c. Taking a ‘win at all costs approach’
d. Being known for it’s ‘Type A’ personality
2. At the beginning of the study, Defendant B & B was described as ______________.
a. Wanting to combat climate change
b. Wanting to help restore the disappearing American Middle Class
c. Taking a ‘win at all costs approach’
d. Being known for it’s ‘Type A’ personality
3. At the beginning of the study, Plaintiff Databahn was also described as ______________.
a. Lauded by experts as one of big tech’s “Tech Companies to Watch in 2020”
b. Recognized by outlets such as Forbes and the Wall Street Journal for unmatched
degree of success
c. Analysts being skeptical of their viability for mismanagement and an inability to
adapt
d. Criticized for taking significant losses over the years and failing to meet
objectives
4. At the beginning of the study, Defendant B & B was also described as ______________.
a. Lauded by experts as one of big tech’s “Tech Companies to Watch in 2020”
b. Recognized by outlets such as Forbes and the Wall Street Journal for unmatched
degree of success
c. Analysts being skeptical of their viability for mismanagement and an inability to
adapt
d. Criticized for taking significant losses over the years and failing to meet
objectives
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